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CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE may remind our readers that the thirty-ninth anuiversary 
festival of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association will be held on 
Friday next, the 16th inst. The Lord Mayor of Birmingham 
(Mr. Cartes G. Brace) having consented to preside, there will 
doubtless be a considerable contingent of provincial support on 
the occasion, while all regular donors to these festivals in 
London will be glad to support a. chairman equally well known 
in the Metropolis as in Birmingham. 





Tue pecision of the Government on the question of the 
appointment of an additional judge of the High Court was 
stated by the Lord Chancellor in the House of Lords on 
Thursday evening, in reply to a question by Lord Russzrz. He 
said that “Her Majesty’s Government had considered the 
question, and, under the circumstances they had considered it 
right to agree to the appointment of an additional judge to be 
added to the Chancery Division. 





Mr. Justicr Byrne at the close of the hearing of a motion to 
vary an order made on a chamber summons—Forrester v. Jones 
(reported Forester v. Jones, W. N., 1899, p. 79)—observed: “I 
should like to say something on one point further. I heard this 
case at some length in chambers—I will not say at undue length, 
because the case is an important one. Directly the case was 
over, I was asked if I would give a certificate to go to the Court 
of Appeal at once upon the point. I said no; 1 thought that 
both the Court of Appeal and the parties had a right to an 
argument in court if the case was of sufficient importance to go 
to the Court of Appeal, and that when the parties who come 
before a judge in chambers are convinced beforehand that they 
will not be content with his decision if it is against them, and 
that the argument will take some considerable time, the right 
course is at once to ask leave to have the matter adjourned into 
court. | It is the least expensive course to take, and it saves 
time. 





In tHe case of Zhe Octo, this week, Mr. Justice Bucxxrtn 
refused to grant the plaintiffs, who had recoyered less than 
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certificate for costs on the High Court scale. At this time, when 
strenuous efforts are being made to extend the jurisdiction of 
the county courts, it is certainly very desirable that suitors 
should be discouraged from bringing actions in the High Court 
in which they have good reason to suppose that the amount 
which they will probably recover will not exceed the limit of 
the county court jurisdiction. At one time section 9 of the 
County Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, 1868, expressly 
provided that if a person took proceedings in Admiralty in the 
High Court which he might have taken in the county court and 
failed to recover a sum exceeding the limit of county court 
jurisdiction in Admiralty matters, he should be deprived of his 
costs. That express direction, however, is no longer in force, 
as that section was repealed by the Statute Law Revision 
Act (No. 1), 1893, in consequence of the decision of the Court 
of Appeal, in Rockett v. Chippendale (1891, 2 Q. B. 293), that 
that section was inconsistent with R. 8. O., ord. 65, r. 1, by 
which all costs are in the discretion of the judge. But although 
the judge has now an unfettered discretion, that discretion has 
hitherto been exercised upon a principle which tends to 
discourage such actions—namely, that such costs will only be 
allowed when, upon a consideration of all the facts of the 
particular case, the plaintiff is held to have acted properly and 
reasonably in bringing his action in the High Court: The 
Saltburn (1892, P. 333). Certainly in the case of Zhe Octo 
there were no facts to justify such a course. The plaintiffs 
probably knew that the damage was unlikely to reach £300, 
and added a large claim for demurrage. 





THE MAIN questions at issue in the appeals under the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act heard on Monday last were 
covered by authority. In Davies v. The Main Colliery Co. an 
attempt was made to upset the finding of the county court 
judge that the claimant was dependent on the earnings of his 
sop, a boy of sixteen years of age, whose death was the subject 
of the claim for compensation. The father was in receipt of 
substantial wages: his six children lived with him, and 
three of them (including the deceased) were earning wages 
which, when added together, slightly exceeded the earn- 
ings of the father: the whole of the wages were applied as 
a@ common fund for the support of the father, mother and six 
children. The question was whether the father was ‘‘ depend- 
ent” upon the 8s. per week earned by the deceased, and the 
county court judge found that he was partly dependent upon 
those earnings. The Court of Appeal, following their own deci- 
sion in Simmons vy. White Brothers (1899, 1 Q. B. 1005), declined 
to say that the judge was not entitled so to find: they there- 
fore dismissed the appeal. It would be difficult to define pre- 
cisely what is meant by the word “dependent” as used in the 
schedule to the Act, but it is clear from these decisions that it is 
not to be restricted so as to denote an absolute dependence for 
the necessaries of life: and whether there is ‘‘ dependence” or 
not is a question of fact in each particular case. In Fugan v. 
Reed Brothers the Court of Appeal held that a workman who 
had unsuccessfully brought an action against his employers for 
negligence at common law in respect of an accident alleged to 
have occurred in the course of the employment could not after- 
wards proceed under the Workmen’s Compensation Act in 
respect of the same accident: in so holding they followed their 
previous decision in Edwards v. Godfrey (ante, p. 494). 





Tz pxcision of the Divisional Court (Day and Lawranceg, 
JJ.) in Muller & Co.’s Margarine (Limited) v. Commissioners of 
Inland Revenue, tollowing Smelting Co. of Australia v. Commissioners 
of Inland Revenue (1897, 1 Q. B. 175), places a strict con- 
struction upon the exemption in section 59 of the Stamp Act, 
1891, in favour of property situated abroad. Under the 
section the ad valorem conveyance stamp has to be placed on 
contracts for the sale of equitable interests, and also for the sale 
of any estate or interest in any property ‘‘ except lands, tene- 
ments, hereditaments, or heritages, or property locally situate 
out of the United Kingdom.” In the Smelting Co.’s case an 


sole licence granted to the vendors to use a patented invention in 
that district. It may be that a right to use a patent is too intan- 
gible to be strictly speaking situated anywhere, but it would 
probably have been within the fair construction of the term 
“locally situate out of the United Kingdom” to exempt a 
species of property which could only be used abroad. The 
Court of Appeal held otherwise, however, and decided that the 
patent right, valued in the sale at £50,000, had to pay ad 
valorem duty. In the present case the Divisional Court has 
perhaps gone a step further. The agreement in question was 
for the sale of a margarine manufactory in Germany. The items 
enumerated included (1) the goodwill of the business of Muller 
& Oo. with the exclusive right to use that name; and (2) the 
freehold premises mentioned in the schedule to the agreement. 
The freehold premises wore exempt from ad valorem duty as 
being situate in Germany, and it might be imagined that the 
goodwill of the business was sufficiently attached to the 
premises where it was carried on to have the same local situa- 
tion. The Divisional Court, however, dissociated the goodwill 
from the premises, and held that it was not within the exemption 
of section 59. It is to be observed that in the Smelting Co.’s 
case it was suggested in the Court of Appeal that the words 
‘* property locally situate out of the United Kingdom” are to 
be construed with reference to the preceding words and apply 
only to immovables. But hitherto this point has not come up 
for decision. Patent rights and goodwill are alike excluded 
from the exemption, and are subject to ad valorem duty, on the 
ground that they have no local situation. 





Section 74 of the London Building Act, 1894, provides that 
in every building, exceeding a certain size, which is ‘‘ used in 
part for purposes of trade or manufacture, and in part as a 
dwelling-house,” the part used as a dwelling-house shall be 
separated from the rest by certain fire-proof floors, &c. A fully- 
licensed public-house, which is not an hotel, has recently been 
built in four floors. The ground floor and the first floor are 
intended for use for the business of the house, while the second 
and third floors are for bedrooms and private rooms for the 
licensee and his household. It looks, at first sight, as if such a 
house were clearly within the section referred to, and in the recent 
case of Carritt v. Godson the London County Council endeavoured 
to persuade a Divisional Court so to hold. The court, however, 
has decided that the house is not one used in part for purposes 
of trade and in part as a dwelling-house, within the meaning of 
the London Building Act. It is to be noticed that public-houses 
are described and treated as dwelling-houses in more than one 
Act of Parliament. Thus, the Beerhouse Act of 1840 forbids 
the granting of a licence thereunder to sell beer to any person 
‘‘who shall not be the real resident holder or occupier of the 
dwelling-house in which he shall apply to be licensed.” Again, 
by section 43 of the Inland Revenue Act, 1880, the excise duty 
payable by retailers of spirits is made to depend upon the ‘‘annual 
value of the dwelling-house in which the retailer shall reside or 
retail spirits.” In these and other Acts the whole house is con- 
sidered to be a dwelling-house, although, as in section 45 of 
the Licensing Act, 1872, a distinction is sometimes drawn 
between rooms occupied by the inmates of the house and rooms 
for the accommodation of the public. If, therefore, the whoie 
house is to be considered a dwelling-house, it may be argued 
that it can hardly be divided into two parts, one of which is not 
a dwelling-house. On the other hand, there does not seem to 
be any difficulty in the conception of a dwelling-house, part of 
which is used for the purposes of trade. The section in 
question, however, of the London Building Act was probably 
never intended to apply to houses such as that discussed in the 
recent case. It was intended to apply to the growing practice of 
building large blocks containing shops on the ground floor, and 
flats for residence on the other floors. In such buildings the 
business parts are under entirely different control from the 
private parte, whilst in a public-house the whole house is under 
the control, and in the occupation, of one person. 








— made in this country for the sale of an estate in the 
warra District of New South Wales included the benefit of a 





A very important question to licensed victuallers was recently 
; before a Divisional Court in the case of Brearley y. Morley (ante, p. 
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529). The appellant had been convicted under section 51 of 
the Public Health Act, 1890, for keeping or using a room in his 
licensed house for public singing and music without a licence 
for that purpose. In the public-house in question there was a 
certain large room in which was a piano. To this room all the 
customers had free access, and numbers used to sit and drink 
in the room whilst volunteers from amongst them entertained 
the company with songs accompanied on the piano. The justices 
found as a fact that the room was so regularly and frequently 
used in this manner that this was the ordinary use of the 
room, and that the music and singing formed a substantial part 
of the entertainment for which the room was used. They there- 
fore convicted, but their conviction was quashed by the High 
Court. It is by no means certain, however, that the court is 
right, and there is little doubt that the decision of the justices 
will commend itself to many. A large room, where music and 
songs can be listened to while the customer drinks, is a very 
great attraction to a public-house. It keeps the customer on 
the premises for a considerable time, and the longer he is 
on the premises the more he probably drinks. No doubt 
some of such places are the source of much drunkenness 
and other mischief, but until 1890 there was no attempt by 
Parliament to deal with the matter except in the neighbourhood 
of London. And even since that year the necessity of obtaining 
a licence for music outside the Metropolitan area depends upon 
the adoption of Part IV. of the Public Health Act, 1890, by the 
local authority. The mischief aimed at is clear, but this decision 
will make it very easy to evade the provisions for checking that 
mischief. The magistrates found as a fact that the ordinary use 
of the room was to hear music and singing. It is true the 
publican provided no performers and charged no admission fee, 
but he provided a piano and he allowed the music and singing 
to become a regular attraction to his house. Where an admis- 
sion fee is charged, probably the sum collected is of less im- 
portance to the publican than the profit on the drink consumed, 
and it is hard to see that the fact that admission is free makes a 
difference. In fact, the room in question does seem to have 
been (in the words of the Act) ‘‘ kept or used for public singing, 
music, or other public entertainment of the like kind ” without a 
licence, as the magistrates found. The decision of the court in 
quashing the conviction seems also to be contrary to the cases 
decided upon the Act 25 Geo. 2, c. 36, which makes provisions 
for the Metropolitan area very similar (for the present purpose) 
to those made by the Act of 1890 for the country at large. In 
the case of Marks v. Benjamin (5 M. & W. 568), Baron Parke 
said: ‘‘In the first place, the house or room must be kept with 
the defendant’s knowledge; secondly, it must be kept for the 
purposes prohibited by the statute; there must be somethin 
like an habitual keeping of it, which, however, need not be at 


’ stated intervals ; thirdly, it must be public, to which all persons 


have a right to go, whether gratuitously or on payment of 
money.’ These words might be supposed to exactly apply to 
the recent case, had not the High Court decided to the contrary 
effect. 


In THE casE of Ayerst v. Jenkins (L. R. 16 Eq. 275) Lord Sxt- 
BorNE, L.C., acted upon the salutary doctrine that the court will 
not set aside a settlement made upon an illegal consideration at 
the instance of the settlor or those claiming under him. In the 
recent case of Phillips v. Probyn (1899, 1 Ch. 811) Norra, J., 
has established the distinction that, while the settlement is 
against the settlor, the court will treat it as ineffectual if the 
trustees come and ask for directions how they are to apply the 
property. The distinction, though apparently technically 
correct, is unfortunate, as in the latter case also the settlement 
is practically set aside in favour of the settlor or persons 
deriving title under him. In Ayerst v. Jenkins and also in 
Phillips v. Probyn the settlement was made in anticipation of the 
settlor going through the ceremony of marriage with his 
deceased wife’s sister. In Ayerst v. Jenkins a transfer of 





shares had been made to trustees, and the settlement declared 
trusts in favour of the lady for life, and after her death as she 
should by deed or will appoint. The parties lived together as 
man and wife until the settlor’s death, and ten years after that 
event the legal personal representative of the settlor instituted 
a suit to have the settlement set aside. But Lord Szrzorne 


held that the mere fact of the settlement being founded on an 
unlawfal consideration was no ground for setting it aside at 


the instance of claiming under the settlor, the trausfer 
of the property ing complete. He made a reservation of the 
case where the settlor had repented of the unlawful connection, 


and desired the assistance of the court to extricate himself, and 
he distinguished the case of a bond or other obligation resting 
in fiert. Otherwise there was no equity to relieve against the 
settlement at the instance of the settlor, who was a 
party to the unlawful consideration, or of persons claiming 
through him. The case of Phillips v. Probyn was in its 
circumstances similar. By « deed which purported to be a 
marriage settlement, made in anticipation of marriage with 
a deceased wife’s sister, the settlor conveyed real estate to 
trustees in fee in trust for himself for life, and then for the 
lady for life. The parties lived together from 1877 until the 
death of the settlor in 1891. The heir-at-law of the settlor 
during his life permitted the lady to receive the rents of the trust 
estates. After his death the trustees sought the direction of 
the court as to the application of the property. In substance 
the case was the same as though aclaim was being made on 
behalf of the settlor, but technically the proceedings did not 
take this form, and hence Norrn, J., distinguished the case 
from Ayerst v. Jenkins. There was no estoppel against the 
sentatives of the settlor on the ground of his being particeps 
criminis, and notwithstanding the executed gift, and the termi- 
nation of the connection, Nortn, J., held that the trust in favour 
of the lady was unlawful, and must be treated by the trustees 
as non-existent. 





THE LIABILITY OF A TENANT FOR LIFE TO 
REPAIR LEASEHOLD PROPERTY. 


Stnce the decision of the Court of Appeal in Re Courtier (35 
W. RB. 85, 34 Ch. D. 136) there has been a remarkable difference 
of opinion among the judges of the Chancery Division as to its 
effect. In Re Baring (41 W. R. 87; 1893, 1 Ch. 61), and again in 
Re Tomlinson (46 W.R. 299; 1898, 1 Ch. 232), Kexewicn, J., 
held that the decision absolves the tenant for life under a 
will of leasehold property from the obligation to repair in accord. 
ance with the covenants in the lease, whether the dilapidations 
have arisen in the lifetime of the testator or since his death. In 
Re Redding (45 W.R. 457 ; 1897, 1 Ch. 876) Srratine, J., con- 
sidered that the ——— under Re Courtier applied only to 
dilapidations which arisen before the tenant for life became 
entitled to the property, while for a state of non-repair arising 
during his enjoyment he was liable. The same view was taken 


€|in Ireland by Cuarrerron, V.C., in Kingham v. Kingham (1897, 


1 I. R. 170), and it has recently been indorsed by Norrn, J., in 
Re Betty (1899, 1 Ch. 821). In deference to the decisions of 
these three judges, Kexewicn, J., has recently in Re Gers (ante 
p. 497) abandoned his former opinior, and the divergency, 
therefore, is at an end. 

In Re Courtier a testator gave leaseholds, some of which were 
held on short terms, to trustees on trust for his wife fur life. 
After her death the pro was to be sold and the proceeds 
divided among four beneficiaries. The trustees were authorized, 
if they deemed it advisable, to sell his short leaseholds and 
allow the widow to receive the income of the investment of the 

roceeds. The trustees paid the rents to the widow, and she 

ept the houses in the same state of repair as they were in at 
the time of the testator’s death. But the houses held on short 
leases were at that time much dilapidated, and, unless a con- 
siderable sum was laid out in repairing them, the testator’s 
estate would be liable to heavy claims on the expiration of the 
leases. Under these circumstances the remaindermen applied 
for an order to oblige the tenant for life to apply the rents and 

rofits in repairing the houses in accordance with the covenants 
in the leases, or, in the alternative, to concur in a sale of the 
short leases. The tenant for life was herself one of the trustees, 
the other being a remainderman. Bacon, V.C., decided ia 
favour of the tenant for life. She was under no obligation to 
do the — in question, and the court would not interfere 
with her discretion as to the exercise of the power of sale. The 
same view was taken by the Court of Appeal (Corron, Bowsn 





and Fry, L.JJ.). 
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Undoubtedly there are expressions in the judgments delivered 
in Re Courtier which go to exonerate the tenant for life from all 
liaLility to bear the burdens of the leases. ‘‘ She is not bound,” 
said Corron, L.J., ‘‘to the landlords under the covenants; the 
trustees are bound, and it is their duty to repair the houses in 
accordance with the covenants in the leases out of the corpus 
of the estate.” But though this sentence is expressed generally, 
it is obvious from the following one that the learned lord justice 
had in mind the defect of repair which had occurred in the life- 
time of the testator. ‘‘She is to enjoy these leaseholds in 
specie,” he continued, ‘‘ but she is under no covenant to repair, 
and there is nothing in the will to shew that the testator intended 
her only to have the net rents after making provision for the 
liabilities that arose in the testator’s lifetime. It cannot be fairly 
left to the widow to make good the deficiencies cf the testator.” 
The judgment of Bowen, L.J., does not refer to this restriction 
to want of repair existing at the testator’s death, and it appears 
to absolve the tenant for life from all obligation to repair in 
accordance with the covenants of the lease, unless the obligation 
is placed upon him by the will; but the restriction is expressly 
referred to in the judgment of Fry, L.J., and forms the point 
from which he starts. ‘“ With respect to the first question, 
_ whether the court has power to order the tenant for life to put 
the premises into repair which were out of repair at the death 
of the testator, I am unable to find any principle or rule of law 
which throws any obligation on her to do this; and as there is 
an entire want of authority in its favour, it is clear that there is 
no such obligation.” 


But while the general tenor of the judgments in Re Courtier 
shews that the decision had reference only to the dilapidations 
due to the neglect of the testator, which might properly be left 
to be made good out of his general personal estate, this result 
was somewhat weakened by the attempts made to distinguish 
the case from the previous decision of Fry, J., in Re Fowler (16 
Ch. D. 723). There a testator bequeathed leaseholds to trustees 
who were to receive the rents and profits and pay them toa 
tenant for life. After her death they were to be held for certain 
beneficiaries as tenants in common. The trustees claimed that 
the property should be repaired out of rents, and the court 
allowed the claim. It does not seem to have been suggested 
that the want of repair was due to the neglect of the testator, 
and the judgment went upon the principle that the trustees were 
bound to preserve the property for the remainderman. “Is it 
or is it not,” said Fry, J., “‘the duty of trustees of leasehold 
property to keep it free from the risk of forfeiture? In my 
Opinion it is their duty so to keep it in the interest of the 
remainderman. Ifso, out of what fund are they to perform 
that duty? It can only be out of the rents of the property, for 
there is no other fund applicable.” In Re Courtier the Court of 
Appeal distinguished Re Howler on the ground that in the latter 
case the trustees were in receipt of the rents and profits, and 
ought to apply them so as to preseve the property for the 
remainderman ; while in Re Courtier the question was between 
tenant for life and remainderman. “If it ’—i.¢., Re Fowler— 
‘‘ had been a decision between tenant for life and remaindermen,”’ 
said Corton, L.J., ‘‘I should have had some difficulty in follow- 
ing it. But I consider it is no authority in the present case.” 

If Ite Courtier was decided upon the principle of exempting 
the tenant for life only from liability to make good the deficien- 
cies of the testator, it seems to have been unnecessary to refer 
to Re Fowler, and the fact that it was thus distinguished goes a 
good way to justify the assumption that the Court of Appeal 
was dealing with the general liability as between tenant for life 
and remainderman. In this sense it was understood by 
Kexewicu, J., in Re Baring (supra). Referring to the two 
passages from the judgment of Corron, L.J., quoted above, he 
said : “‘That last paragraph applies to a non-performance by the 
testator in his lifetime of the covenant to repair which gave rise 
to the question ; but I do not read the lord justice’s remarks as 
restricted to that, for 1 understand him to refer to the general 
question of liability.” And after referring to the judgment of 


Bowen, L.J., in the same sense, and to the distinction drawn 
between the case in question and 2 Fowler, he continued : 
*¢ With the decision in Re Courtier before me, Iam not at liberty 
to rely on the general maxim, [namely, Qui sentit commodum 
I there have the point as clearly decided 


sentire debet et onus |. 





as one can hope to find any point decided, and my bounden duty 


is to follow the case without regard to what might have been 
my opinion if it had not been before me.” 

The above represents one view of the decision in Ae Courtier. 
A different view was taken by Sriruine, J., in Re Redding 
(supra), and he held that the references in the judgments to 
the dilapidations arising during the testator’s life restricted the 
effect of the case accordingly. In Re Redding the question was 
whether under a direction to trustees to pay the income of 
leaseholds to the testator’s widow she was entitled to the gross 
income, leaving the repairs to be borne by the corpus of the 
estate, or only to the net income after deducting ground-rents, 
current repairs, and other outgoings. Sriexine, J., decided in 
the lattsr sense. Referring to Re Courtier and to the construc- 
tion placed upon it by Kexewicn, J., he said: ‘Certainly in 
point of decision Re Courtier does not cover the present case, 
because it was exclusively directed to the question whether the 
tenant for life was bound to discharge the liabilities in respect 
of repairs to property which had accrued at the death of the 
testator. The decision of the Court of Appeal was given with 
reference to that and nothing else, for it seems to me that when 
the judgments are looked at that was the sole question the 
judges of the Court of Appeal dealt with.” Notwithstanding 
this emphatic statement, Kexewicn, J., in Re Tomlinson (supra) 
adhered to the view of Je Courtier, which he had taken in 
Re Baring. “TI have read,” he said, ‘‘the judgments of the 
Court of Appeal again, and I think I see what Srietine, J., 
means, and there is a good deal to justify the conclusion at 
which he arrived; but with great respect I do not think the 
judgments will bear the narrow interpretation he put upon 
them.” 

Previously to Re Tomlinson, however, Cuatrerton, V.O., had, 
in Kingham v. Kingham (supra), declined to follow 2s Baring, 
and had held Ze Courticr to apply only to dilapidations existing 
at the commencement of the tenant for life’s interest ; and the 
same view was taken by Norrn, J., in the recent case of Re Betty 
(supra). Referring to the judgment of Bowen, L.J., in He 
Courtier, which, as pointed out above, is the most general in its 
terms, Nortn, J., said: “He does not distinguish in terms between 
disrepair in the lifetime of the testator and subsequent disrepair ; 
but though no doubt his words are larger, I do not see any 
reason to suppose he was dealing with anything beyond the 
matter in hand, or that he was taking a different view from that 
which the other learned judges had taken. It seems to me clear 
that he was dealing solely wita the state of things arising from 
the property having fallen out of repair in the lifetime of the 
testator.” After this concurrence of opinion among judges of 
first instance adverse to the view adopted by Kexewicn, J., it 
was unlikely that that learned judge would persist in his opinion, 
and the recent case of Re Gjers (supra) gave az opportunity of 
gracefully withdrawing it. This avoids the necessity of a 
recourse to the Court of Appeal, and the matter is now set at 
rest. A legatee for life, therefore, of leaseholds takes them 
subject to the duty of satisfying the covenants in the lease, 
save in so far as breaches of covenant have been committed 
by his testator. These must be made good out of the general 
personal estate. 








PAYMENT OF RENT AS AN ACT OF PART 


PERFORMANCE. 


Tux possibility of taking a parol contract for the purchase of 
land out of the Statute of I’rauds on the ground of part per- 
formance has raised up a considerable body of law upon the 
nature of the acts which will have this effect. Certain acts, such 
as entering into possession of the land and expending money 
upon it, or even entering into possession merely without such 
expenditure, have had their character well eStablished as being 
sufficient to warrant the enforcement of a parol contract for the 
sale or lease of the land. But this resuit has been in general 
withheld from the mere payment of money in respect of 
the contract—an act which, primd facie, would seem to 
denote more strongly than any other that the parties consider 
the contract to have become binding upon them. Since the 
decision in Nunn v. Fabian (L. R. 1 Ch. 35), however, an 
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exception has been admitted in the case of a tenant whe 
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remains in possession and pays an increased rent in pursuance 
of a verbal contract for a new tenancy, and this exception is 
illustrated by the recent decision of Byrxez, J., in Miller § 
Aldworth (Iimited) v. Sharp (47 W. R. 268; 1899, 1 Ch. 622). 
In Nunn v. Fabian there was evidence of expenditure by the 
tenant on the premises in addition to the payment of the 
increased rent, but as the expenditure appeared not to have 
been made in pursuanco of the parol contract, Lord 
Cranwortn, L.C., did not rely upon it; though, at the same 
time, while not regarding it as an act of part performance, he 
deemed it important as showing that there was an agreement 
for a lease. But the payment of increased rent he treated as 
conclusive. The plaintiff had been the tenant of one of three 
adjoining houses at a rent of £65 a year; the other two were in 


the occupation of another tenant at a rentof £50 ayear. A | 


verbal agreement was come to between the plaintiff and the 
owner of the premises under which the plaintiff was to have a 
lease of the whole premises for 21 years at a rent of £130, 
with the option of purchasing the freehold for £2,500. The 
lease was prepared and engrossed, and the plaintiff paid 
£52 10s. as one quarter’s rent under the parol agreement. 
Shortly afterwards the landlord died and his devisees refused to 
execute the lease and threatened to sell the property. Lord 
CranwortH, L.C., however, held that there was a clear part 
performance by payment of rent at the increased rate fixed by 
the agreement and he ordered specific performance. 

With the difficulty involved in allowing the mere payment of 
money to be an act of part performance Lord Cranworrn did 
notdeal. A difficulty in the contrary direction was created some 
years later, when Baccattay, L.J., in Alderson vy. Maddison 
(7 Q. B. D., p. 178), appeared to lay it down that payment of 
money would be a sufficient act of part performance in the case 
of a purchase. After pointing out that the act, whatever its 
nature, can only bo effectual if it is done with direct reference 
to the parol agreement, he said: ‘‘ This payment of part, or 
even of the whole of the purchase-money is not sufficient 
to exclude the operation of the statute, unless it is 
shewn that the payment is made in respect of the 
particular land and the particular interest in the land 
which is the subject of the parol agreement.” In Humphreys 
v. Green (10 Q. B. D., p. 15) the learned judge repeated the 
same opinion, and Nunn v. Fabian was relied upon as an 
authority for allowing payment of part of the purchase-money 
to be an act of part performance, provided it could be directly 
referred to the alleged parol contract. If, he said, Vunn v. Fabian 
was rightly decided—and speaking for himself he felt bound by 
it—it would be difficult to distinguish from it a case in which, 
after a parol agreement for the purchase of a freehold estate at 
a fixed sum, payment was made by the purchaser of a portion 
of the purchase-money, and a receipt given directly referring 
to the purchase. But in the same case Brerr, L.J., intimated 
a strong opinion that under no circumstances could the part 
payment of purchase-money be sufficient to exclude the 
operation of the statute, and so far as Nunn v. Fabian depended 
upon such a doctrine he held it to be wrongly decided. 

The judgments in Zumphreys v. Green illustrate the difficulty 
caused by admitting the exception in Nunn v. Fabian in favour 
of the payment of rent at an increased rate by a tenant who 
remains in possession under a new parol agreement. So far as 


can thus be supported. But however Vunn v. Fubian is to be 
justified, Byryz, J., in the recent case of Aldworth § Miller v. 
Sharp (supra), held that it is an authority to be followed. He 
deemed it to be supported by the observations of Baccattay, L.J., 
in Humphreys v. Green (supra), and not inconsistent with the law 
as laid down by Lord Sztsorne in Maddison v. Alderson with 
respect to the payment of purchase-money. Accordingly, where 
yearly tenants of a beerhouse at a rent of £14 a year had 
verbally agreed with the landlord fora lease for twenty-one 
years at £26 a year and had paid the increased rent, the learned 
judge he!d that the agreement was enforceable. 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—I think the time has arrived for the members of the society 
to assert their rights, which in the matter of the election of members 
of the Council have been for years overridden by the Council ora 
secret committee or clique, who yearly bring forward their own 
private friends or nominees for election regardless of the wishes of the 
general body of members or of the claims of others. 

We annually go through the solemn farce, for such in fact it 
amounts to, of an election with the foregone conclusion hitherto that 
none will be elected but the nominees of the Council. 

Not one of those thus brought forward for several years has usually 
displayed any previous interest in the profession, or attended either 
the London or provincial meetings of the society, or done anything 
for its welfare. Harry Dave. 
100, London Wall, London, E.C., May, 1899. 

[Our correspondent is of course entitled to express his opinion ; 
but we have several times given reasons for the view that the return 
to the old system of nominations by the Council is on the whole 
advantageous.—ED. S.J. ] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 





the part payment of purchase-money is concerned the matter is | 
concluded by the judgments in Maddison v. Alderson, delivered in | 
the House of Lords (8 App. Cas. 467) subsequently to Humphreys | 
v. Green. “It may be taken as now settled,” said Lord Sexzorys, | 
L.C, ‘‘that part payment of purchase-money is not enough ; and 
judges of high authority have said the same even of payment in 
full.” And as the best explanation he suggested that a good act 
of part performance must be such as to be only explicable on the 
supposition of an agreement of the kind alleged, while the mere 
payment of money cannot be referred to the purchase of the 
jand until parol evidence has been given. Treating the matter 
on this basis, the payment of increased rent by a tenant 
who is already in possession of land is not on the same 
footing as the part payment of purchase-money by a purchaser 
who has not been let into possession. Ifthe payment is made 
in respect of rent it is only explicable upon the assumption of 
there being a new tenancy agreement, and the parol agreement 





Re BAILEY. BAILEY v. DALE. Stirling, J. Ist June. 


Wiu.t—Construction—Dmection to Pay Dents anp Lecactgs ovr or 
Rents AND Puorrrs or Rgeat Estare—Cuarce on Corrvs. 

Furtkter consideration of an action commenced by originating summons. 
The testator, Henry Bailey, who died on the 29th of January, 1894, by his 
will dated the 11th of September, 1893, after appointing the defendants 
Dale and Williams executors and trustees, and after making certain pecuniary 
and specific bequests and devises, disposed of the residue in the following 
words: ‘* And as to all the rest re-idue and remainder of my estate both 
real and personal I give devise and bequeath the same unto and to the 
use of the said J. B. Williams and Thomas Dale their heirs executors 
administrators and assigns according to the nature and tenure thereof 
respectively upon trust to continue my said residuary estate in the 
same manner of investment in which it shall be at the time of my decease 
or to vary and transpose the same in any other kind of investment or to 
sell or dispose of such part or parts thereof as they may in their absolute 
discretion think fit, and upon further trust to call in and convert inte 
money all such parts of my said residuary estate as sball consist 
of mortgages and other securities for money lent by me and to invest 
the proceeds of such conversion and calling in in the same mavner 


of investment as the other ports of my eaid residvary estate may 
‘ 
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consist of upon trust to receive the rents moneys issues profits dividends 
and cther produce thereof and thereout in the first place to pay or retain 
all the expenses of and incidental to the execution of the trusts of this 
my will and my just debts funeral and testamentary expenses and in 
the next place to pay the pecuniary legacies hereinbefore bequeathed 
and the legacy duties payable in respect thereof ; and subject thereto upon 
further trust to pay the net annual income of my said residuary real and 
personal estate unto my said daughter.’”’ There followed further trusts 
tor the benefit of children of the said daughter, who was the plaintiff in 
this action, but she was at the death of the testator and had since remained 
unmarried, and is over fifty years of age; in default of issue the will gave 
her a general testamentary power of appointment over the whole trust 
fund. The defendant Dale having retired from the trust, the defendant 
F. Teague was by an order of the court appointed to be a trustee in his 
place, and jointly with the defendant Wilkins. These two prcsent 
trustees now appeared before the court to represent the capital on which 
the plaintiff sought to have the testator’s debts and legacies charged. 
For the plaintiff it was contended that on the proper construction of the 
will ‘‘ rents moneys issues profits dividends and other produce thereof 
and thereout’’ meant the corpus of the estate for the purpose in the 
absence of any such words as ‘‘annual income’”’ and of other context 
expressly signifying tothe contrary: Metcalfe vy. Hutchinson (1 Ch. Div. 591), 
where Jessel, M.R. (at p. 595), cited the following words of Lord Eldon with 
— ‘Then it is asked, could it be the meaning of this testator to 
delay his creditors and legatees so as to make them obtain payment of their 
debts and legacies only out of the rents and profits as they shall accrue ? 
If I were asked this question anywhere but in Westminster Hall, I should 
answer it in the affirmative, that by profits he probably meant annual 
profits only; but I have understood it to be a settled rule that where a 
term is created for the purpose of raising money out of the rents and profits 
if the trusts of the will require that a gross sum should be raised, the 
expresssion ‘rents and profits’ will not confine the power to the mere 
annual rents, but the trustees are to raise it out of the estate itself by sale 
or mortgage.’’ In the present case it was proposed to raise the sum 
required by sale on mortgage under the trust for conversion contained in 
the will. For the defendant it was argued that Metcalfe v. Hutchinson 
was distinguishable, because there the only question was how debts were 
to be paid, and Jessel, M.R., simply held that there was a strong prima@ 
Jacie presumption that debts were to be paid out of the estate ; also, that 
in that case there was no direction that the property was to be invested. 
SrmurnG, J., was of opinion that the case fell within the decision of 
Jessel, M.R., in Metcalfe v. dlutchinson, there being no context hére to 
take it out of the general principle there laid down ; bis lordship accord- 
ingly declared that as between rents, profits and income of the re-iduary 
estate of the testator on the one hand and the corpus and inheritance on the | 
other hand, the debts funeral and testamentary expenses of the testator 


and the legacies and legacy duties bequeathed by his will were upon the | 


true construction of the said will payable out of the corpus and inheritance, 
and further that mortgages, if otherwise proper and sufficient, were 


among such members, he must decide that they were divisible among the 
existing members in proportion to their contributions to the funds. 
Following the decision of Chitty, J., in Cunnack v. Edwards, he considered 
that it would not be necessary in ascertaining what was due to each 
member to consider such matters as fines, forfeitures, and benefits 
received. To consider such matters would involve great expense and 
delay, and he felt that he was justified in saying that they need not be 
taken into account.—CounsrL, Buckmaster; Farwell, Q.C., and Kirby ; 
Waggett ; Dunham. Soutcrrors, Carthew § Wheeler, for A. Ellis, Burslem. 
[Reported by J. Arruur Paice,{Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
MILBURN v. THE CHAFFERS EXTENDED (LIM.). Bigham, J. 2nd June. 


Company— Directors’ ANNUAL REMUNERATION FIXED BY ARTICLES OF 
ASSOCIATION—RESOLUTION BY Direcrors TO ACCEPT PRO TEM. A Less Sum 
—Unsparp Batance To wE Orepirep to Direcrors—One Retires, AND 
Cratims BALANCE sTANDING TO HIS CrEpIT—VaLivity or RgsoLuTION— 
REASONABLE TIME. 


Commercial cause. Action to recover balance of £108 alleged to be due 
from the defendants to the plaintiff in respect of director’s fees. The 
company pleaded in defence that the plaintiff and his co-directors had 
passed a resolution reducing the amount payable in respect of directors’ 
fees under the articles of association, and that the sum claimed was not due 
and payable. The company, shortly after its foundation in 1897, had only 
available for working capital £5,000. By its articles the directors were 
entitled to receive as remuneration in each year £1,000, and in addition a 
certain percentage of profits, the same to be divided among them as they 
should agree, or in default of agreement equally. There was power also 
in general meeting to increase the amount payable to the directors. The 
plaintiff was one of the six directors, and they agreed that an extra sum of 
£50 per annum should be paid to the chairman, and that the remaining £950 
should be equally divided between all the members of the board. ‘The share- 
holders complained that the remuneration to the board, having regard to 
the amount of capital subscribed, was excessive, and the directors on the 
9th of December, 187, held a board meeting, at which it was resolved: 
‘** In consideration of the amount of working capital subscribed that the 
directors do limit the payment of their fees to £350 per annum, as and 
from the 19th inst. until further resolution, the balance of the fees 
due to them being credited in the company’s books.”” At the end of the 
year two directors had to retire by lot. Tne plaintiff was one of those who 
had to retire, and in consequence of a resolution passed in general meeting 
reducing the number of directors from six to four, he was not re-elected. 
The plaintiff had received the fees due to him on the reduced basis and 
claimed to be paid the balance due on the basis of the sum fixed by the 
articles of association — £1,000. The claim was refused and this 
action was brought. 





authorized either to be continued or made by the trustees of the said will 
as investments of the residuary estate.—Cotnsrt, W. B. Heath; S. 
Dickinson. Soxrscrrons, Western & Sons. 

[Reported by W. H. Draren, Barrister-at-Law. 


Re THE PRINTERS’ AND TRANSFERERS’ AMALGAMATED TRADES 
PROTECTION SOCIETY. Byrne, J. ist June. 


Trape Unxton—Dissoiution or UNion—UNEXvENDED FuNps—ItestLrinG 
Trust—Principce or Division. 


This was an application to the court as to the mode in which the funds 
of a dissolved trades union society should be distributed. The facts of the 
case were as follow : ‘Ihe Printers’ and Transferers’ Amalgamated Trades 
Protection Society was registered in 1872 under the Trades Union Act. 
The object of the tociety was to enable its members to secure reasonable 
remuneration for their labour. For this purpore the members of the 
society, who formed two classes, printers and transferers, agreed under their 
rules to make weekly payments to the funds of the society, the printers 
paying twice as much as the transferers, and receiving twice as much in the 
event of astrike or lock-out. Payments to members varied in the pro- 
portion tothe time during which a person had been a member of the society. 
The rules provided that the society might be dissolved by a vote of four- 


tifths of fhe members, but no provision was made thereunder in such event | 


for the distribution of the funds. The society was dissolved by a vote of 


its members in 1898. Tue summons stocd over for the Attorney-General | 


to be eerved on behalf of the Crown; but it appeared that he made no 
claim to the funds as bona vacantia. The questious before the court were 
(1) whether the fands should be distributed among the existing members 
im proportion 10 the payments made by them to the funds of the society ; 
(2) whether the printers were entitled to receive twice as much as tne 
transferers ; (3) whether the fund ought t» be distributed in equal shares 
among all members of the society. 

Byrenez, J., held that the persons interested in the funds of the society 
immediately before its disolution were the then existing members. ‘Uheir 
interest was of the nature of a contiogent benefit for such of the 
members as were entitled to payment under the rules of the society. 
The case in many respects resembled Cunnaci: v. Edwards (43 W. R. 325: 
1895, 1 Ch. 489, 45 W. R. 99; 1896, 2 Ch. 67%), but differed from it in 
the fact that there was there no living member of the society entitled to 
make any claim to the funds, and that there the question was whether the 
funds did not b:long to the Crown as bona vacantia, a question which did not 
arise here. In the present cass the only persons who could make any claim 
to the 1unds were the members of the society who were inembers at the date 
vf the dissolution. As to the mode in which these funds were divisible 





| Brcuam, J., held that the resolution of the Jth of December, 1897, 
| evidenced a contract between the directors individually and the company, 
| by which the directors agreed to give the company their services on the 
| terms then assented to. The plaintiff contended that the resolution had 
| merely the effect of postponing payment at the rate authorized by the 
articles, the unpaid balance being credited to each director in the company’s 
books. The plaintiff had asked for a declaration that if the balance were 
not paid then he should be entitled to be paid whenever a resolution to 
that effect was passed by the board. He saw no necessity for granting a 
declaration because counsel for the company had stated that if such a 
resolution was passed the company had no intention of repudiating the 
plaintiff’s claim to his share. Nor did he agree with the plaintiff's con- 
tention that a reasonable time had elapsed within which such a resolution 
should have been passed, and therefore the action failed and judgment 
would be entered for the defendants.—Counsert, F. Gore Browne and Skinner 
Turner ; Joseph Walton, Q.C., and D. Stewart-Smith. Soxrtcrrors, (Golding § 
Philips ; Gibson, Weldon, § Bilbrough. 
[Reported by Erskine Rew, Barrister-at-Law. 


| MULLER & CO.’S MARGARINE (LIM.) (Appellants) ». THE COM- 
MISSIONERS OF INLAND REVENUE (Respondents). iy. Court. 
2nd June. 
In.anp Revenve—Stamry Duty—Acnermenr to Sei~t—Goopwitt—Av 
VaLoreM Dury—Sramr Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vicr. c. 59), 8s. 59. 
Case stated by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue pursuant to the 
| 13th section of the Stamp Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vict. c. 39). On the 13th 
| day of November, 1897, an instrument was presented on behalf of Muller 
& Co.’s Margarine (Limited), hereiuafter called the appellants, to the 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue under the provisions of the 12th section 
| of the Stamp Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vict. c. 39), for the opinion of the com- 
missioners as to the stamp duty with which the instrument was chargeable. 
The instrument, which was made in England by the parties thereto 
other than Muller, Newman, and Wigley, purported to be an agree- 
| ment under seal whereby the parties of the first four parts purported 
| to sell to the appellants their respective interests ‘in the following 
| matter: (1) The goodwill of the business of Muller & Co., with the 
exclusive right to use the name of Muller & Co. as part of the name of 
the company, and to represent the company as carrying on the sail 
| business in continuation of the vendors and in succession to them ; (2) the 
freehold premises mentioned in the schedule to the agreement ; (3) certain 
patents and trade-marks; (4) plant, machinery, &c.; (5) pending 
contracts of Muller & Co. ; (6) books of account, documents, and papers. 
| The agreement contained a covenant (clause 11) on the part of the party 
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of the first part not at any time thereafter to be engaged in any similar 
trade within fifty miles of the said freehold premises except as in the 
agreement excepted. Muller & Co. at and for a long time prior to the 
date of sale carried on a wholesale business as manufacturers of margarine 
and other butter substitutes at Gildehaus, in Germany, under the style or 
firm of Muller & Co. It was conceded that the subject-matters of sale 
secondly, fourthly, and sixthly described were within the exemptions 
contained in section 59, sub-section 1, of the Stamp Act, 1891, and conse- 
quently were not chargeable with ad valorem duty. It was conceded that 
the subject-matter of sale thirdly described had no value. The appor- 
tioned price of the properties sold applicable to the subject-matters firstly 
and fifthly above described was £77,418. The commissioners being of 
opinion that the instrument was made in England, and that that which 
was sold under the name of goodwill was the exclusive right to use the 
name of Muller & Co. as part of the name of the purchasing company, to 
represent the company as carrying on the said business in continuation of 
the vendors as above-mentioned, and also the covenant (clause 11) above 
referred to, held that the firstly described matters, as also the matters 
fifthly described, were property within the meaning of section 59 of the 
Stamp Act, 1891, that neither of such matters fell within any of the excep- 
tions contained in that section, and that they were consequently liable to 
ad valorem conveyance duty. They assessed the duty accordingly at the 
rate of 10s. per cent. upon the said sum of £77,418—namely, £387 5s., 
and also with a fixed duty of 10s. in respect of the other matters 
not chargeable with ad valorem duty. The appellants contended that 
no part of the goodwill was chargeable with ad valorem duty. The 
appellants, being dissatisfied with the assessment, obtained a case stated. 
The question for the opinion of the court was whether the instrument 
was chargeable with the duty of £387 5s., in accordance with the assess- 
ment of the commissioners ; and, if not, with what duty it was chargeable. 
The aforesaid agreement to sell was made the 4th of October, 1897, 
between W. L. Muller, of Oldenzaal, Holland, the vendor, of the first 
part; L. Newman, of Notting Hill, London, of the second part; J. 
Wigley, of Fernleigh, Stevenage, Herts, of the third part; the General 
Purposes Syndicate (No. 2) (Limited), of the fourth part; and Muller & 
Co.’s Margarine (Limited), of the fifth part. After reciting that Newman 
had acquired from the vendor the right to purchase his business of a 
manufacturer of margarine at Gildhaus, in Germany, for the sum of 
£80,000, and hold the same in trust for Wigley, and that the said Newman 
had agreed, with the sanction of Wigley, to make over the said right 
to the syndicate in consideration of debentures of the syndicate to 
the amount of £9,500, and that the said Margarine Co. had been 
incorporated with the object (amongst others) of acquiring the said 
business, it was agreed by the said deed that the vendor, by direction of 
Newman and Wigley and the syndicate respectively, should sell and the 
syndicate, in respect of its right to purchase, should sell, and the company 
should purchase the goodwill, &c., of the business. Muller, Newman, 
and Wigley signed the deed in Amsterdam. For the appellants it was 
contended that the sale of the goodwill did not come within section 59, as 
it was inseparable from the business, which was a German one. The 
contract was not an agreement made in England. It was only liable toa 
10s. stamp. The following cases were cited: Hegarty v. Milne (14 C. B. 
627), Robertson v. Quiddington (28 Beav. 529), Churton v. Douglas (7 W. R. 
365), Chissum v. Dewes (5 Russel Rep. 29), Zrego v. Hunt (43 W. R. 263, 
1896, A. C. 7). For the Crownit was contended that the instrument was 
not exempt under section 59. This was substantially an English agree- 
ment. ‘* Property ’’ locally situate out of England as referred to in the 
section applies to real property and not to a goodwill. The goodwill was 
not situate out of England: Smelting Co. of Australia v. Commissioners of 
Inland Revenue (45 W. R. 203 ; 1897, 1 Q. B. 175). 

Tue Court (Day and Lawrance, JJ.) gave judgment in favour of the 
Crown, holding that the case was indistinguishable from Smelting Co. of 
Australia case.—Oounset, A. T. Lawrence, Q.C., and Compion Smith; Sir 
R. B. Finlay, 8.G., and Dankwerts. Soxtcrror, A. H. Graham ; Solicitor to 
Inland Revenue. 


{Reported by E. G, Srititwet, Barrister-at-Law.] 


THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. DE PREVILLE. Div. Court. Ist and 
2nd June. 


Inuanp ReyexveEsvatre Dury—Frvance Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 30), 
ss. 1 anv 2 (1) (c). 

Information by the Attorney-General. The facts as set out in the 
information are as follows: (ieorge Thomas Mowbray, of Grangewood 
House, in the parish of Seals, in the county of Leicester, deceased, by his 
will dated the 4th of February, 1892, devised and appointed all the real 
estate to which he should be entitled at the time of his decease, or over 
which he might have any disposing power, to the use of his sister 
Georgiana Anne, the widow of the late Pierre Richard de Preville, for her 
life without impeachment of waste for her separate use without power of 
anticipation, and after her decease to the use of his nephew, the defendant 
André George Richard de Preville, the son of his said sister, and the heirs 
of his body, and in default of such issue to the testator’s own right heirs 
forever. The said George Thomas Mowbray died ou the 29th day of 
February, 1892, without having altered his said will except by a codicil 
which did not affect the above stated devise, and administration to his 
estate with the said will and codicil annexed was duly granted on the 
Ist of August, 1892, to the said Georgiana Anne Richard de Preville. 
By an indenture of settl ment dated the 10th of October, 1845, and made 
between Charles Few of the first part, Thomas Mowbray and the said 
George Thomas Mowbray of the second part, and Richard Shuttleworth 
Streatfield, William Henry Place, and Robert Few of the third part, the 
manor or lordship of Overseal, in the county of Leicester, and certain free- 





hold messuages, lands, and hereditaments therein described, and situate in 
the parishes of Overseal and Netherseal or elsewhere in the county of 
Leicester, were limited (subject to certain limitations which have ceased, 
and to a power of appointment which was never exercised) to the use of 
the said Richard Shuttleworth Streatfield, William Henry Place, and 
Robert Few and their heirs in trust to permit the said Georgiana Anne 
Richard de Preville, then Georgiana Anne Mowbray, during such part of 
her life as she should be single or unmarried to receive the rents and profits 
of the said hereditaments, and during auy coverture of the said Georgiana 
Anne Richard de Preville to pay the said rents and profits to her 
for her separate use, and from and after the decease of the said 
Georgiana Anne Richard de Preville to the use of her first and other sons 
successively according to seniority in tail male with remainders over. 
By an indenture dated the 5th of February, 1896, and made between the 
said Georgiana Anne Richard de Preville, widow, of the first part, the 
defendant André George Richard de Preville of the second part, and 
David Hale of the third part, reciting (inter alia) the said indenture of 
settlement of the 10th of October, 1845, and will of George Thomas 
Mowbray and his death, and reciting (as the fact is) that the defendant 
André George Richard de Preville was the oldest and only son of the said 
Georgiana Anne Richard de Preville, and that they were desirous of 
barring the estate tail of the defendant in the hereditaments comprised in 
the said settlement and devised by the said will, and of ery my Say: said 
hereditaments as thereinafter expressed to the intent that the life estate 
of the said Georgiana Anne Richard de Preville therein should be absolutely 
released in favour of the defendant. It was witnessed that the said 
Georgiana Anne Richard de Preville as settlor and the defendant André 
George Richard de Preville (with the consent of the said Georgiana 
Richard de Preville as protector of the settlement and will) thereby 
granted unto the said David Hale, first, all the manor or lordship 
freehold messuages, farms, lands, tenements, and hereditaments 
situate in the parishes of Overseal and Netherseal or elsewhere 
in the county of Leicester comprised in the said indenture of the 
10th of October, 1845. And, secondly, all the freehold messuages and 
hereditaments devised by the said will of the said George Thomas Mow- 
bray, save and except such part of the said hereditaments as by means of 
any sale, exchange, enclosure, award, or otherwise had been disposed of, 
and also (by way of conveyance and not of exception) all other freehold 
hereditaments which had become subject to the uses or trusts of the said 
indenture of settlement or of the said will concerning the said testator’s 
real estate, and all moneys, stocks, funds, and securities (if any) 
which or the proceeds of sale of which were subject to be invested in the 

urchase of hereditaments, of which the defendant André George Richard 
ae Preville would be tenant in tail male or in tail and the hereditaments 
to be purchased therewith, To hold the same unto the said David Hale 
and his heirs discharged form all estates in tail male or in tail of the said 
André George Richard de Preville at law or in equity, and all estates, 
rights, interests, and powers to take effect after the determination or in 
defeasance of such estates in tail male orin tail, To the use of the defendant 
André George Richard de Preville, bis heirs and assigns, for ever absolutely 
released and discharged from the life estate therein of the said Georgiana 
Anne Richard de Preville. And it was by the indenture now in statement 
also witnessed that the said Georgiana Anne Richard de Preville thereby 
absolutely released unto the defendant André George Richard de Preville, 
his heirs and assigns, the power of appointing a life interest to aay husband 
with whom she might inte , and of charging portions for her 
children by the said indenture of the 10th of October, 1845, given 
to the said Georgiana Anne Richard de Preville and all other 
powers if any by the same indenture given to or vested in the said 
Georgiana Anne Richard de Preville to the intent that the same powers 
should thenceforth be absolutely extinguished and cease to be exercisable. 
The lastly-stated indenture was evrolled in the Central Office of the 
Supreme Court of Judicature on the 11th of February, 1896. The said 
Georgiana Anne Richard de Preville died within twelve months 
after the execution of the said indenture (namely) on the Iith 
of December, 1896, intestate. Letters of administration to her 
personal estate were granted to the defendant André George Richard de 
Preville from the Principal Registry of the Probate Division of the High 
Court of Justice on the 9th of August, 1897. The Crown then alleged that 
on the death of the said iana Anne Richard de Preville estate duty 
under sections 1 and 2 of the Finance Act, 1894, became payable in respect 
of the hereditaments and property, comprised in the said indenture of the 
5th of February, 1896 (or alternatively in respect of the life interest at the 
date of the last-mentioned indenture of the said Georgiana Anne Richard 
de Preville in the said hereditameats and property), as property passing on 
her death within the meaning of the said Act. Tbe Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue caused application to be made to the defendant to account 
for and pay such estate duty, but the defendant refused to do so, 
contending that no estate duty had become payable in respect of the said 
property or of any interest therein. The information prayed that it might 
be declared that upon the death of the said Georgiana Anne Richard de 
Preville estate duty became payable under the provi-ions of the Finance 
Act, 1894, in respect of the hereditaments and property comprised in the 
said indenture of the 5th of February, 1896 (or alternatively in respect 
of the estate and interest to which the said Georgiana Anne Richard 
de Preville was entitled prior to the execution by her of the last- 
named indenture in the said hereditaments and property, and the rents, 
profits, and income thereof), as perty passing on her death. For 
the Crown it was argued that estate duty was payable under section 2 
(1) (c) of the Act of 1894 on the principal value of the property, as the 
tenant for life had surrendered her life interest less than twelve months 
before her death, and the effect of section 2 (1) (¢) was to make the 
surrender as though it had not taken place. The following cases were 
















































































owe ce Maem Ad ees 































552 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





June 10, 1899. 





—_—— 








referred to: Attorney-General v. Beech (47 W. R. 257; 1899, A. C. 53), 
Attorney-General v. Booth (63 L. J. Q. B. 356), and Attorney-General v. Lord 
Cowley (43 Soxicrrons’ Jovrnaz, 348; 1899, A. C. 198). 


Tre Covrt (Day and Lawrance, JJ.) held that estate duty was payable 
on the principal value of the property, and gave judgment for the Crown. 
—CovunseL, Sir R. EF. Webster, A.G., Sir RL. B. Finlay, 8.G., and Vaughan 
Hawkins ; Butcher, Q.C., and Ashton Cross. Soticrrors, Solicitor to the 
Inland Revenue; Kingsford, Dorman, § Co., for Smith, Mammatit, Hale, § 
Quarrell, Ashby -de-la-Zouch. 


[Reported by E. G. Srittwext, Barrister-at-Law.] 


LONDON AND WESTMINSTER BANK (LIM.) (Appellants) ». THE COM- 
MISSIONERS OF INLAND REVENUE (Respondents). Div, Court. 
2nd June. 


Inzanp REVENUE —Sramr—R: cerrr on Scrip Certiricatre—Strampr Act, 
1891 (54 & 55 Vicr. c. 39), Scuepuue I., ** Recerrt’’? Exemprion 11. 


Case stated by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue pursuant to the 
13th section of the Stamp Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vict. c. 39). On the 10th of 
May, 1899, two receipts, partly in print and partly in writing, appearing 
upon the face of a scrip certificate ot the Cape of Good Hope Consolidated 
Three per cent. Stock, were presented on behalf of the London and West- 
minster Bank (Limited) (hereinafter called the appellants), by Mr. 8. N. 
Braithwaite, their solicitor, to the Commissioners of Inland Revenue under 
the provisious of the 12th section of the Stamp Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vict. 
c. 39), for the opinion of the commissioners as to the stamp 
duty with which they were respectively chargeable. The scrip 
certificate and the receipts respectively were in the following 
fora : Cape of Good Hope Consolidated 3 per cent. Stock. Issue of 
£3,107,400. No. 8920. £100. ' Scrip certificate for one hundred 
pounds. The bearer of this scrip certificate is entitled to one hundred 
pouud- Cape ot Good Hope Consolidated 3 per cent. Stock, 1933-1943—after 
payment to the London and Westminster Bank (Limited), Lothbury, of the 
in talments due thereon, as under, viz. : £400n the 10th of April, 1899: £40 
on the 10th of May, 1899. Payment in full may be made at any time, under 
discount at the rate of 2 per cent. per annum. If default be made in 
psyment of the amounts at their due dates, the previous payments 
will be liable to forfeiture. This scrip certificate, when fully paid, 
must be lodged at tne London and Westminster Bank (Limited), 
Lotbury, for inscription in the books of the ‘‘ Cape of Good Hope 
Consolidated 3 per cent.Stock, 1933-1913,” in such name or names 
(not exceeding four) as may be desired. The interest on the stock will be 
payable at the London and Westminster Bank (Limited) on the Ist of 
February and the Ist of August in each year, and the principal will be 
repayable there on the Ist of February, 1913, the Government of the Cape 
of G od Hope having the option to redeem the stock at par on or after 
the 1st of Februery, 1933, on giving twelve calendar months’ notice to the 
stockholders. Six months’ interest on the stock will be paid on the Ist of 
August, 1899. The revenues of the Colony of the Cape of Good Hope alone 
are liable in respect of this stock and the dividends thereon, and the con- 
solidated fund of the United Kingdom and the Commissioners of Her 
Majesty’s Treasury are not directly or indirectly liable or responsible for 
the payment of the stock or of the dividends thereon, or for any matter 
relating thereto (40 & 41 Vict. c. 59, s. 19). For the London and 
Westminster Bank (Limited), London, the 14th of March, 1899, J. A. 
Baker. Received the 10th day of April, 1899, forty pounds, being 
the instalment on the above scrip certificate due the 10tn of April, 
1899. For the London and Westminster Bank (Limited), J. L. Ovington. 
Received the 10th day of May, 1899, payment in full. For the London 
and Westminster Bank (Limited), H. E. Billinge. The scrip certificate 
was duly stamped as such with the duty of one penny, and the appellants 
coniended that by reasou of exempiom numbered 11 under the head 
“ Receipt ’’ in Schedule I. to the stamp Act 1891, the receipts were exempt 
from duty. The commis- oners being of opinion that the said ex mption 
was nut applicable, assessed each of the said receipts with the duty of one 
penny. Tuey have accordingly been stamped with that amount. The 
appellants being direatisfied with the assessment, in pursuance of the 13th 
section of the Stamp Act, 1891, required the commissioners to state and 
sign a case setting torth the questions on which their opinion was required 
and the ass ssment made by tuem. The questions for the opinion of the 
court were: (1) Whether the said receipts or either of them are chargeable. 
wi'h th~ duty of one penny in accordance with the assessment of the com- 
missioners; (2) if not, with what duty they are respectively chargeabie. 
For the appellants it was contended that neither of the said receipts were 
required by law to be stamped; that they both came within exemption 
numbered 11 under the head ‘‘ Receipt’’ in Schedule I of the Stamp Act, 
1891; that the certificate is an instrument liable to stamp duty within the 
mesing of the said exemption, and had been duly so stamped, and that 
both the eaid receipt. were endorsed on or contained in the said instru- 
meut; and that the receipts ackuowledged the receipt of the consideration 
money or the receipt of the principal money. For tne respondents it was 
contended that the raid receipts are within section 101 and the first 
schedule “‘ receipt ’’ of the Stamp Act, 1891, that they are not within the 
11th exemption in the raid schedule, and that they are respectively separate 
instruments within section 3 (2) of the said Act. 


P= Pose and Lawrance, JJ.) allowed the appeal.—CounseL, 
I. Walton, Q.C., and Melntyre; Sir R. B. Finlay, 8.G., and Danckwerts. 
Souictrons, Zravers-Smith, Braithwaite, & Co. ; Solicitor of Inland Revenuc. 


Reported by E. G. Srituwext, Barrister-at-Law.} 





Winding-up Cases. 


Re 1897 JUBILEE SITES SYNDICATE (LIM.). Wright, J. Slst May. 


Company Winpinc vr—Svurerviston Orper—Private EXAMINATION UNDER 


Section 115 ov raz Comranres Act, 1862—‘‘ Dvz Recarp To Ixrerzsts 
or Creprrors or Conrrisvrortes’?—Pusiic Examination—PEtiTion By 
Orricran Recerver—OCompanies Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicv. c. 89), s. 118 
—Companres (WinpInG-uP) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 63), ss. 8, 14. 


This was a petition by the official receiver under section 14 of the 
Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, praying that the company, which was 
being wound up under the supervision of the court, might be ordered to be 
wound up compulsorily. The company was formed in April, 1897, and 
went into voluntary liquidation on the 2nd of November of that year, a 
Mr. H. C. Wilson, the auditor of the company, being appointed liquidator. 
The court made an order on the 10th of November, 1897, continuing the 
liquidation under supervision, Mr. Wilson being continued as liquidator, 
but a Mr. H. Spain being afterwards appointed additional liquidator. 
The official receiver now petitioned under section 14 of the Com- 
panies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, that a compulsory order might be made, 
alleging that the company was promoted by the Barberton Develop- 
ment Syndicate (Limited), a company registered in Scotland, and which 
was said to be in reality a certain Mr. Edward Beall; that an agreement 
made with one Bradley was fraudulent, and that sundry other facts went to 
shew that misfeasances had been committed. Mr. Spain had made a 
careful investigation of the affairs of the company and had caused Mr. 
Beall to be examined privately under section 115 of the Companies Act, 
1862, but was of the opinion that a sufficient disclosure could only be 
obtained by a public examination under section 8 of the Companies 
(Winding-up) Act, 1890. Asan order for public examination under section 
8 can only be made by the court, a compulsory order was necessary, and 
this application was accordingly made by the official receiver. 

Waricnt, J., held that this was a case of very great importance and that 
it was very desirable that the official receiver should in a proper case 
be able to interfere with effect for such a purpose as was suggested in the 
present case. There were here two questions which had to be decided 
— first, what was the real meaning of section 14 of the Companies 
(Winding-up) Act, 1890; and, secondly, whether a sufficient case had 
been shewn to justify an order being made under that section when its 
meaning had been ascertained. Though the meaning of the 14th section 
was doubtful, yet his lordship thought a reasonably wide interpretation 
ought to be given to it, and that without straining its language at all 
the section included every case where the powers of the voluntary 
liquidator were proved, in the opinion of the court, to be insufficient 
for the purposes of winding up in so far as tho interests of credi- 
tors and contributories were concerned; if, in short, the official receiver, 
after a compulsory winding up order, would possess any power which 
a voluntary liquidator could not exercise, and which was shewa to 
be necessary in order that there might be an efficient winding up 
in the interests of creditors or contributories, then section 14 applied. 
If that were the proper construction of the section, were the facts in the 
present case sufficient to bring them within it? His lordship thought 
they were. There was a strong primd facie case that there were persons 
who ought to be made to restore the property of the company if they had got 
it. When it was found, as inthe present case, that a zealous voluntary 
liquidator, acting under the advice of counsel of great experience, arrived at 
the conclusion that he could not satisfactorily take proceedings for mis- 
feasance without some examination going beyond that which could be 
obtained under section 115 of the Companies Act, 1862, or, in other words, 
that an examination under section 8 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 
1890, was absolutely necessary, then a winding-up order under section 14 of 
that Act ought to be made. An order under that section, however, should 
not be made as a matter of course; but a very strong case should be made 
out in order to justify the court in interfering under that section.— 
Counser, Stewart Smith; Norman Craig. Soricrroxs, Munns § Longden ; 


C. H. Hoare. 
[Reported by C. W. Mzap, Barrister-at-Law. | 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 
Court of Appeal. 
HUNTER v. JACOBSON. No.2. isth May. 
Liverroot Courr or Passacu Acr, 1893 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 37), ss. 6, 9, 
10—Arrvat on InreRLocurory Oxpir—JURISDICTION. 

This was an appeal from an order of T. H. Baylis, Esq., Q.C., the judge 
of the Liverpool Court of Passage. ‘he action was brought by a domestic 
servant agaiust her former master and mistress; the claim was for balance 
of wages alleged to be due and unpaid and for damages for assault and 
battery. ‘The registrar of the court made an_order that the plaintiff 
should give particulars, with dates, of payments Yo the amount of 6s. said 
to have been made on account of wages, and also the dates of all the 
alleged aseaults. The judge affirmed this order, but gave leave to appeal. 
The plaintiff appealed. On the hearing of the appeal counsel for the 
defendants took the preliminary objection that no appeal lay from an 
interlocutory order made by the Court of Passage ; even if an appeal 
lay before the passing of the Liverpool Court of Passage Act, 1893, the 
right of appeal had been taken away by section 9 of the Act. Section 
provides as follows: All orders made and decisions and directions given 
by the registrar of the court shall be subject to appeal to the presiding 
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judge. Section 10: An appeal shall be allowed upon the trial of any issue 
in the Court of Passage in every case where an appeal would be allowed 
on a trial at Nisi Prius, and subject to the same rules, regulations, and 
provisions. : 

Tue Cover (Linpizy, M.R., and Ricsy, L.J.) overruled the objection. 

Linptry, M.R., said that, reading eections 6 and 10 together, they were 
of opinion that there was power to appeal. ‘heir lordships then heard 
the appeal, and reversed the order of the judge.—CounsgeL, Newson; W. F. 
Barrett. Souicrrors, Jaques § Co., for LT. J. Smith § Son, Liverpool; G. 
Thatcher, for Grace, Smith, § Hood, Liverpool. 

{Reported by W. Suattcross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. | 


HAYNES ». DOMAN. No. 2. 19th and 20th April; 8th May. 


RESTRAINT OF TRADE—CovENANT—VALIDITY—Limir my Area BUT Nor IN 
Trme—REASONABLENESS. 


Defendant’s appeal from an order of Stirling, J. The plaintiff Charles 
Haynes is a hardware menufacturer and hardware factor carrying on 
business at Dudley, Worcestershire. In 1894 the defendant entered. the 
employment of the plaintiff as clerk at a weekly salary of 15s. The 
engagement was terminable by a fortnight’s notice on either side. The 
agreement by which the defendant engaged himself to the plaintiff was 
dated the 2nd of April, 1894, and by it the defendant agreed ‘‘ that he 
will not during his said service and employment, or after the determina- 
tion thereof by notice, discharge, or otherwise howsoever make known or 
divulge to any person or persons the secrets of the said Charles Haynes, 
or the mode or principle used or adopted by him in the said business, or 
any part thereof, or any information whatever with regard to the same, 
or during or after the determination of such service as aforesaid work for 
or s**ve any other person or persons, company, or firm carrying on or 
ey ..ci or dealing in the same kind of business, or any part thereof, 
Wiis: au radius of 25 miles from the works of the said Charles Haynes 
Withvut the written sanction of the said Charles Haynes.’”? At that 
time the defendant was twenty-four years of age, and had had con- 
siderable experience in the same kind of business in the Black Country. 
He continued in the plaintiif’s employ until February, 1897, when he lett, 
and went to London: by that time his weekly wages had been raised to 
28s. In 1898 he returned to the Black Country, and entered into the 
employ of Messrs, Benjamin Priest & Sons, of Oldhill, Staffordshire. The 
works of Messrs. Priest & Sons were situate within three miles of the 
plaintiff’s works, and they carried on a similar business to the plaintiff, 
and were rivals in trade. The plaintiff thereupon commenced this action, 
and moved before Stirling, J., for an interlocutory injunction to restrain 
the detendant from committing a breach of his agreement. Stirling, J. 
made the order. The defendant appealed, and on the hearing of the 
appeal it was agreed between the parties that the appeal should be as from 
a final order made by Stirling, J., so that the matter could be finally 
disposed of by this court. 

od Covurr (Liypiey, M.R., Riguy and Romer, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

May 8.—Liypiry, M.R., stated the facts, and read the agreement, and 
continued: Looking at the case broadly, and passing over for the moment 
one or two objections to it, which I will consider later on, I seemothing in 
this agreement which makes it void. The meaning of it 1s not so clear 
as it might be: but, construe it as you will, it only prohibits the defendant 
trom having dealings in the way ot the plaintiff’s business with a limited 
class of persons without the consents of the plaintiff. The business of 
hardware manufacturer and factor is not confined to the district mentioned 
in the agreement, and there are plenty of people in that business elsewhere 
whom tbe defendant can join if he pleases. The prohibition against dis- 
closing secrets is practically worthless without the restriction against 
entering the employ of rivals. The agreement, no doubt binding the 
defendant not to do certain things, and being unlimited as to time, binds 
him for his life, and this gives rise to a difficulty which I will consider 
presently. But it is very remarkable that no case can be found in which 
an agreement in restraint of trade, free from objection in other 
respects, has been held void simply because its duration was not 
restricted. This point has often been considered, notably in Hitchcock 
v. Coker (6 A. & E. 438). In Underwood vy. Barker (47 W. R. 347; 
1899, 1 Ch. 300) this court had occasion to consider the law applicable to 
cases of this description, and I shall content myself by referring to what 
I then said for my view of the law in general. But the present case 
presents cne or two peculiarities to which it is necessary to allude. In the 


‘tirst place, there are aflidavits from persons in the trade stating their views 


of the reasonableness of the restrictive clause on which this case turns. 
The introduction of this class of evidence is a novelty. In my opinion it 
is inadmissible, and ought not to be attended to. Evidence from persons 
in the trade is admissible to inform the court of its nature, and of what is 
customary in it, and of anything requiring attention in the mode of 
conducting it, and of any particular dangers requiring precautions, and 
what precautions are required in order to protect a person carrying on the 
business from injury by a person leaving his service. But the reasonable- 
ness of a contract depends on its true construction and legal effect, and is 
consequently a question for the court, and on such a question the opivion 
of witnesses is out of place. Another matter which requires attention is 
whether a restriction on trade must be treated as wholly void because it is so 
worded as to cover cases which may possibly ariee, and to which it cannot be 
reasonably applied. ‘I'he appellant’s counsel strenuously contended that, 
even if the restriction could be regarded as reasonable in the events which 
have happened, and in the great majority of cases likely to happen, yet, if 
others could be suggested to which it would be unreasonable to apply the 
restriction, it must be held void ix ¢oto. This contention has been con- 
sidered and repuciated when the restriction is so worded as to be divisible | 


; would invalidate all agreements of the sort determinab 


into distinct portions, not on each other. In all such cases the 
restriction is not held void in toto, but is held to be good so far as it is free 
from objections, and bad only as to those which are objectionable. 
Mallan v. May (11 M. & W. 653) is the leading case on this point. This 
principle gets over my difficulty arising from the introduction of the words 
“or any part thereot’’; and the same principle is, in my opinion, also 
applicable to cases not contemplated and to which it would be unreason- 
able to apply the restriction. I am not considering restrictions so worded 
as to be partly good and partly bad, and in which the good parts are 
dependent on the bad. Such restrictions are void in toto, the bad parts 
infecting end destroying the whole. erls v. Saalfeld (40 W. R. 
548; 1892, 2 Ch. 149) is a modern instance of such a restriction, 
and my observations do not apply to such cases. A nts in restraint 
of trade, like other agreements, must be construed with reference to the 
object sought to be attained by them. In cases such as the one before us 
the object is the protection of one of the parties against rivalry in trade. 
Such agreements cannot be properly held to apply to cases which, although 
covered by the words of the agreement, cannot be reasonably supposed 
ever to have been contemplated by the parties, and which on a rational 
view of the agreement are excluded from its operation by falling, in 
truth, outside, and not within its real scope. But, even if some extreme 
case ofa technical breach producing no injury to the party to be protected 
could be proved, sound principle requires, not that the agreement should 
be held void in toto, but only so far as it is really unreasonable. Even ‘if 
the restriction could not be so construed as to exclude such a case, no jury 
would give the plaintiff any damages, and no judge would gram 
him an injunction. Im such an extreme case the defendant is 
sufficiently protected against oppression without holding the agreement void 
in toto, and I am unable to see that public policy requiresmore. The last 
words used by Lord Macclesfield, in giving judgment in Mitchel v. 
Reynolds (1 Peere Williams, 181, at p. 196), were: ‘*‘In all restraints of 
trade, where nothing more appears, the law presumes them bad ; but if the 
circumstances are set forth, that presumption is excluded, and the court 
isto judge of those circumstances, and determine accordingly ; and if 
upon them it appears to be a just and honest contract, it ought to be 
maintained.”” This is good law and good sense, and, adopting it asa 
guide, it leads to the conclusion that the court ought not to hold a just 
and honest agreement void, even when to enforce it would be just, simply 
because the agreement is so unskilfully worded as apparently, or even 
really, to cover some conceivable case not within the mischief sought to be 
guarded against. Public policy does not require so serious a uence 
to be attached to a mere want of accuracy in expression. To hold such 
an agreement wholly illegal and void is to lose all sense of proportion, 
and is not necessary for the protection either of the defendant or 
of the public. This conclusion is warranted by the judgments of 
the court in Rannie v. Irvine (7 Man. & G. 969). ‘Tindal, O.J., 
there said, at p. 976: ‘‘If, however, the contract is a reasonable 
one at the time it is entered mto, we are not bound to look out for 
improbable and extravagant contingencies in order to make it void.” The 
other judges expressed their opinion to the same effect ; and this view was 
approved by Lord Macnaghten in Nordenfelt v. Maxim-Nordenfelt Guns and 
Ammunition Co. (Limited) (1894 A. C. 535, at p. 574). To prohibit the 
defendant in this action from engaging in business such as is carried on by 
the plaintiff with the limited class of a ia the agreement, 
without the written sanction of the plaintiff, is, in my opinion, quite 
reasonable in all the events which I can suppose the parties to have 
contemplated. Possible cases in which the restriction would not be 
reasonable are suggested. One would have arisen if the defendant had left 
the plaintiff’s employ within a very short time after entering it, and before 
the defendant could have acquired or carried away with bim any knowledge 
of the plaintiff’s mode of conducting bis business. Such an event has not 
happened, and clearly was not contemplated This objection, if sound, 

le on short 
notice, unless some words were introduced excluding their application to 
cases never contemplated. Another case to which the restriction could 
not be reasonably applied would have arisen if the defendant had left , 
business altogether, or had had no dealings with the plaintiff's rivals for 
twenty or thirty years, and had then resumed business and assisted them. 
Even if such cases could be properly regarded as breaches of the agree- 
ment, we are not bound to hoid the a mt void in toto because it 
would extend to such extremely unlikely events. No decision forces us to 
go so far. There is authority against it, and on principle such an un- 
reasonable conclusion ought not to be held to be law. ‘the defendant is 
in the wrong. He is deliberately doing what he plainly agreed not to do. 
The injunction granted must be made perpetual, ‘without the 
written sanction of the plaintiff.’ The defendant must pay the costs, 
both of the action and of the appeal. ‘I'he consent given in court to treat 
this as an appeal from a judgment at the trial must be mentioned in the 
order. 


Ricny and Romsn, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same effect. 
Appeal dismissed.—Covnse., Jensins, Q.C., and T. B. Napier; Upjohn, 
Q.U., and Dunham. Soxicrrors, 7. .1. Dennison § Co., for ZLhomas Cooksey, 
Oldbill; Pretor W. Chandler, for Hooper § Fairbairn, Dudley. 


[Reported by W. Suautoxoss Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.) 


WYATT +, PALMER. No. 2. léth May. 


Practicr--Serrmc Astor Jupemenr ny Deravir— ALLEGATION THaT 
JUDGMENT Was OnTaAINED by Fravp—Actron To Ser re Asipr—Aprut- 
CATION TO Srarks Ovcr Sraremenr or Cramr—Sumumons tro Ser Asrpr 
A Jupament vnper R. 8S. C. XXVIII. 15—Paymenr mvro Covrr or 
Amounr or JupGment—Anbmisston ny Lergenpant THat ue is A Srevrep 





Creprror—Acrion ror Damacrs rox Maxicrovs Presentation or Banx- 








THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








June 10, 1899, 





Zz 





— 


554 








ruptcy Perrrrion—AcTION WHETHER FRIVOLOUS IF THERE IS NO ALLEGA- 
TION oF SpgctaL DAMAGE, 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kennedy, J., at chambers. The 
facts, according to the plaintiff’s allegations, were as follows. The 
defendant, Frederick Freke Palmer, who was a solicitor, acted profession- 
ally for the plaintiff, and rendered services for which he alleged that his 
— costs amounted to £650. The plaintiff, on the 14th of December, 

895, signed an agreement in writing, by which he agreed the costs due to 
the defendant at £650 ; and on the same day the plaintiff executed an instru- 
ment of charge, by which he charged certain shares with the payment of 
the said sum of £650 and interest. In May, 1897, the defendant delivered 
to the plaintiff two further bills of costs, amounting respectively 
to £275 3s. 9d. and £201 lls. 5d., for services alleged to have been 
rendered after the date of the agreement. In June, 1897, the defendant 
commenced an action against the plaintiff claiming payment of those 
sums of £275 3s. 9d. and £201 11s. 5d. (with certain small deductions). 
The plaintiff allowed judgment to go by default, and, on the 12th of July 
judgment was entered for the defendant accordingly for £221 1s. 8d. and 
costs. On the 11th of November, 1897, the defendant presented a 
bankruptcy petition against the plaintiff, alleging that the plaintiff was 
indebted to him in the sum of £844 7s. 6d. for moneys due under the 

‘ said-agreement and the said judgment, and also alleging that the plaintiff 
had, with intent to defeat and delay his creditors, departed out of England 
on or or about the 31st of July, 1897, and remained out of England till 
November. On the 24th of March, 1898, the petition was dismissed, 
and the defendant was ordered to pay the plaintiff’s costs. 
In March, 1898, the plaintiff commenced proceedings against the 
defendant to have the agreement set aside and to have the defendant’s 
costs and charges taxed. InJuly, 1898, an order was made setting aside 
the agreement and directing the defendant to deliver bills of costs. When 
the taxation took place and an account was taken between the plaintiff 
and the defendant it was found that there was due to the plaintiff a 
balance which (including the plaintiff’s costs of the taxation, payable by 
the defendant) amounted to £75 5s. 1d. This the defendant was ordered to 
pay to the plaintiff. In February, 1899, the plaintiff commenced an action 
against the defendant in the Queen’s Bench Division claiming damages 
for the bankruptcy petition, which he alleged to have been presented 
faleely, maliciously, and without reasonable and probable cause ; that the 
judgment of July, 1897, which he alleged to have been fraudulently 
obtained, should be set aside ; and that the bills of costs for £275 3s. 9d. 
and £201 11s. 5d. should be ordered to be taxed. The defendant applied 
that so much of the statement of claim as claimed damages for the malicious 
presentation of the petition should he struck out on the ground that without 
an avermentof special it disclosed no reasonable cause of action; and 
that the remainder of the statement of claim should be struck out unless 
the money secured by the judgment was paid into court or secured. On the 
1lth of April, 1899, the master refused this application; and on the Ist of 

May, Kennedy, J., at chambers dismissed an appeal against the master’s 
order, but gave leave to appeal. The defendant appealed accordingly. 
It was stated that both the master and the learned judge expressed them- 
selves inclined to stop the plaintiff's action, but considered that they were 
bound by the case of Cole v. Langford (1898, 2 Q. B. 36) to decide 
otherwise. 

Tue Cover (Lixpizy, M.R., and Ricny, L.J.) dismissed the appeal, 
without calling upon counsel for the plaintiff. 

Lrxvizy, M.R., said: I do not think we should gain anything by taking 
further time to consider this case. It seems to me that it is certainly not 
a case for summarily striking out the statement of claim, which means 
snuffing out the plaintiff’s action, on the ground that it is reasonably plain 
he has really no chance of success. I do not think we cau at this stage 
say that the plaintiff here has no chance. I do not, of course, say any- 
thing at all about the merits of the dispute; but I do not think we can 
deal with the case on such a ground. The facts, so far as we have to 
consider them, are simple. Here is a judgment by default, which has 
been obtained by the present defendant against the present plaintiff. 
The present plaintiff has now brought an action to impeach that judg- 

ment on the ground of fraud. On behalf of the present defendant it is 
then said that that action will not lie. That proposition, I must 
say, was quite new to me, as an equity lawyer, and I confess 
I was startled by it. I, of course, knew perfectly well that there were 
sum methods of getting rid of a judgment which had been obtained 
by default ; but the broad proposition that a judgment by default could 
not be impeached by bill on the ground of fraud certainly startled me. 
On refreshing my memory by reference to the books cn pleading I find 
that my first impression is right. In equity a judgment might be 
impeached by original bill without leave. Why, then, should not a 
judgment by default be eo impeached? Suppose the default was of this 
sort, that a man was induced by fraud not to appear in the action, whereby 
judgment was got against him ; to «ay that a judgment obtained in that 
way could not be impeached by an action would, I think, be quite wrong. 
I am not prepared to say that because the Rules of the Supreme Court 
now provide a shorter method of setting aside a judgment by default, you 
cannot any longer have recouree to the old method. The old method is 
what would now be called an action, for suits and bills do not now exist. 
But, although the proceeding ix now called an action, the old jurisdiction 
to»: t aside a judgment by default has not been touched or taken away. 
But there is another subordinate question. There being now a short 
method of doing, upon terms, what the plaintiff by this action seeks to 
do—by an application which the court would grant only upon terms—it is 
worthy of consideration whether, if the plaintiff chooses not to avail 


himself of that procedure, but prefers to have recourse to the longer, more 
expensive, and more dilatory method of an action, he should not be put upon 
the same terms which the court would have imposed if he had had recourse 


to the shorter method—i.ec., the terms of paying into court the amount of 


the judgment he seeks to set aside. But the answer to that question is 
that it would not be right here to order payment into court, because the 
defendant has himeelf admitted that he is a secured creditor. Therefore 
I pass over that part of the case, which, in view of the actual facts, it seems 
to me it is not necessary to consider. Asa general proposition, it strikes 
me as dangerous and unadvisable for any court to snuff out summarily an 
action brought on the ground of fraud. An allegation of fraud is a very 
serious matter, and ought not to be made except where there is some 
adequate proof to substantiate it. But for us to say to the plaintiff that 
he sball not have an opportunity of substantiating such an allegation 
would not, in my opinion, be right. Then there is another point in the 
case; one which is less important. It is said that the plaintiff’s action is 
frivolous because it is grounded, to some extent, upon a malicious proceed- 
ing in bankruptcy. It is said that an action would not lie for such a pro- 
ceeding, even if malicious, without proof of special damage to the plaintiff. 
I do not know whether an action will lie or not; but even if it will not 
it by no means follows that we can now declare the action to be frivolous. 
The suggestion that we can does not at all commend itself to me. The 
question whether the plaintiff’s action is maintainable on such a ground 
requires careful consideration, especially since the alteration in the law 
relating to bankruptcy, which enables people who are not traders to be 
made bankrupt. To ask us summarily to stop this action and to strike out 
the statement of claim, or to do what is asked for here in the alternative, 
is plainly hopeless. A long argument would be necessary before we could 
ascertain what we ought todo. Now, applications of this kind ought to 
be made only for the purpose of snuffing out actions which are evidently 
frivolous. This action is one which must be tried on its merits, both on 
the questions of law and on the facts. In my opinion, therefore, this 
appeal ought to be dismissed, and dismissed with costs. 

Ricsy, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—CovnseL, Joseph 
Walton, Q.C., and Montague Lush; Lawson Walton, Q.C., and Muir 
Mackenzie. Sortcrrors, Lindo § Co. ; Sydney R. Pollard. 

[Reported by R. C, Macxgnziez, Barrister-at-Law,! 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Noricr, 


The annual general meeting of the members of this society will be held 
on Friday, the 14th of July next, at 2 p.m. precisely, for the election of a 
president and vice-president of the society; of eleven members of the 
Council in place of the ten members who go out of office in rotation aud 
of Mr. Henry Roscoe, deceased ; of three auditors ; and for other purposes 
of the society. 

The following are the names of the members of the Council who go out 
of office by rotation, and so far as is known all of them, with the exception 
of Mr. Munton and Mr. Wing, will be nominated for re-election: Mr. 
E. K. Blyth, Mr. E. J. Bristow, Mr. R. Cunliffe, Mr. W. F. Fladgate, Mr. 
J. E. Gray Hill, Mr. J. W. Howlett, Mr. B. G. Lake, Mr. C. B. Margetts, 
Mr. F. K. Munton, Mr. H. Wing. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 
TRINITY HONOUR EXAMINATION, 1899. 


Examination or Srupenrs or tHE Inns or Court HeLp at LINcoLn's+ 
inn, 15ru, 16ru, 177ru, 18rn, AND 197TH May, 1899. 


The Council of Legal Education have awarded to Gerard Moresby 
Thoroton Hildyard, Lincoln’s-inn, a studentship of One Hundred Guineas 
a year, tenable for three years; to Shadi Lal, Gray’s-inn, Certificate of 
Honour; to Shadi Lal, Gray’s-inn, the Special Prize of £50 for the 
best Examination in Constitutional Law, English and Colonial, and Legal 
History ; to James William Cleland, Middle Temple, Edward Andrew 
Wallace Milroy, Lincoln’s-inn, and Harold Rogers Ward, Inner Temple, 
pass certificates. 

Note.—The Barstow Law Scholarship was not awarded. 

The Council of Legal Education have awarded to the following students 
certificates that they have satisfactorily passed a public examination : — 

LincoLn’s-tnx.—Donald Foseick Alderson, Arthur Henry Southcote 
Aston, Merwanji Rustonji Boyce, Walter Duffield Dobell, James Evans, 
Robert William Wright Henderson, William Holding, Hussam-Ud-Deen, 
John Robert Innes, William Thomas Granville Lewis, Raymond Herbert 
Roope Reeve, Mohamad Abdullah Shah, Goolamhoosein lazhulbhoy 
Visram, and Ernest Handel Cossham Wethered. 

Invern Temvty—Henry Rickards Bramley, Halford (iay Burdett, 
Edward Henry Chapman, Henry Crawford Arthur Conybeare, William 
George Courthope, l’estanji Dadabhai, John Porter !'oster, William George 
Howard Gritten, Ralph Tichborne Hinckes, Francis Wrigley Hirst, 
William Stanley Macbean Knight, Percy Alexander Koppel, Frederick 
William Lawrence, Carlos Barron Lumsden, Hugh Montgomery, Alexander 
Francis Part, Maxwell Alexander Robertson, Lewis John Sturge, William 
Hobart Houghton Thorne, Baron Dietrich Von Boeselager, Winter Wi- 
liams, and Charles Rufus Marshall Workman. 

Mipptx Teupte.—Valentine Browne, Henry Seward Bentley Buce 





Campbell Burn, Charles Thomas Cox, Edward Adolphus De Brett, Ludwig 
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Freyberger, William Spencer Clayton Greene, Mor, Phillip Griffith- 
Jones, Joseph Edward Lilley, Malcolm Bruce Mine, Hugh Fletcher 
Moulton, William Sellers, and Lambert Frederick Wintle. 

Gray’s-1nn.—Alexander Jabez Balm, Joseph Baptista, Percy Edwin 
Barton, Edward Holton Coumbe, Virchand havji Gandhi, Ghoudhri 
Sultan Mohamad Khan, Guru Das Nanda, Mohammed Shah Nawaz, 
Edward Owen, Ramchandra Vasudso Paranjpe, Richard Emmanuel Phipps, 
Alfred Julius Robertson, Jotindra Nath Roy, Sirdar Foujdar Singh, 
Carleton Sidney Smith, and Ernest John Wilberforce. 

Examined, 101; passed, 65. 

Note.—One candidate was ordered not to be admitted for examination 
again until the Hilary Examination, 1900. 

— following students passed a satisfactory examination in Roman 

WwW i— 

Lincon’s-1nn.—Mathurbhai Pragjibhai_ Amin, |Pestonjee Sorabjee 
Batlivala, Christopher Ernest Dibb, William Peek Frean, and Alan McLean, 

IxneR Temrrte.—John Arthur Barratt, William John Braithwaite, 
Edward Lewis Rumbell Kelsey, William Bernard Stanislaus Smith, and 
Stanley Shelbourne —— 

Mipviz Tempre.—Albert William Bideker, Herbert Phillips Fletcher, 
William Houlding, Henry Anprére Leggett, Tadashige Matsumoto, 
Richard Parry, Thomas Taylor Poynton, Thomas Richmond, and John 
Wells Thatcher. 

Gray’s-rnn.—Sydney Ashley, Wilfred Abernethy Evers Austen, 
Asutosh Das, William Heath Eustace Fellows, Hendrik Johan Francois 
Franken, Evert Jan Van Gorkom, Lewis Langhame Phillips Griffith- 
Jones, David Piéter Joubert, Francis Stanislaus Leung, Owen Glanville 
Mowis, Gullu Ram, Hjalmar Reitz, and Henry Stanley. 

Examined, 60; passed, 32. 

Seven candidates were ordered not to be admitted for examination again 
until the Hilary Examination, 1900. 

The following students passed a satisfactory examination in Roman Law 
and Constitutional Law and Legal History :— 

LiNcoLn’s-1NN.—Harry Carew Garsia, and Reginald Horace Walpole. 

Inner Tempiz.—Ellis Ashmead-Bartlett, Henry Dashwood Stucley 
Leake, Hon. Edward Reginald Lindsay, March Vaughan, and William 
Henry Jervis Wegg. 

Mipptze Trmpie.—George Harry Boden, William Craig Henderson, 
Michael Hughes, and Herbert Acheson Moore. 

GRAy’s-INN.—Charles Solomon Rene. 

Examined, 25 ; passed, 12. 

Of the twelve candidates who failed, two were ordered not to be admitted 
for examination again in Roman Law until the Hilary Examination, 1900. 

_The following students passed a satisfactory examination in Constitu- 
tional Law and Legal History :— 

Lixcoin’s-1nn.—Edward Ackroyd, Ernest William Barnes, Sydney 
William Phipson Beale, William Copping, Gordon Crosse, George Sampson 
Elliston, Benjamin Christmas Forder, Horace Freeman, Romril James 
Kobert Goffin, and Arthur Noel Kenion. 

Inver Temrie.—Henry Ward Boys, Jehangir Dinsha Davar, Nugent 
Cyrus Grant, James Windsor Lewis, Charles Russell McClure, Patrick 
Norreys Russell, and Alfred Louis Authony Thomson. : 

Mippir Temrie.—Herbert Marcus Adler, Mohamed Arabi, James Allan 
Battersby, Arthur Keignier Conder, James Arthur Davies, Reginald Bruce 
Fellows, Ralph Bryan Henry Gibbins, Albert Wallace Grant, Julius Jacob, 
Kazim Ali Khan, Edmund Marshall, Henry Edward Peacock, and Thomas 
Justin Williams. 

a iia, Bircb, Hukam Chand, and Balkrishna Bhagwandas 
oshi. 

Examined, 55 ; passed, 33. 

Note.—Four candidates were ordered not to be admitted for examination 
again until the Hilary Examination, 1900. 


LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


The Right Hon. Samven James Way, Chief Justice of South Australia, 
been made a Baronet. 
Mr. Waurex Mvnrton, ©.B., solicitor, has received the honour of 
Knighthood. 

Mr. J. F. Rorroy, Q.C., has received the honour of Knighthood. 

Mr. Jossrn Frizetie, late Chief Judge of the High Court of the 
Punjab; Mr. Wu.t1am Fiscurn Aanew, Recorder of Rangoon; Mr. 
Lawrence Hvcu Jenxrns, Chief Justice of the High Court, Bombay ; 
Mr. Joun ALexanper Born, Chancellor of the High Court of the Province 
of Ontario; and Mr. THomss Crosstny Rayner, Chief Justice of the Colony 
of Lagos, have respectively received the honour of Knighthood. 

Mr. Dennis Dovruwarre has been appointed Steward and Under- 
Treasurer of the Honourable Society of Gray’s-inn in succession to the 
lato Mr. Frederick Musgrave. 

Mr. Henry Srawrortn Hovr, of 6, Gray’s-inn-square, W.C., solicitor, 
has been appointed a Commissioner to receive Affidavits to be used in the 


Courts of Record in the Province of Quebec. Mr. Holt was admitted in 
February, 1887. 


INFORMATION REQUIRED. 


Dantes Divmock.—Wented, the solicitors, or their successors, of the late 
viel Dimmock, who died at Blackheath, in December, 1861.—App'y 
¥.658, The Zimes Oflice, E.C, 





Wis Avevstvs Psst.—Any persons ha’ the custody of the Will 
of, or any papers or pro belonging to, William Augustus Peel, 
Esquire, deceased, late of Gravel-hill, Boxmore, or who may have attested 
the execution of any will by the deceased, are requested to communicate 
with Messrs. Rowcliffes, Rawle, & Oo., 1, Bedford-row, London, solicitors. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLvurion. 


Samurt Ceci, Brcnotp and Vincent Joserux Exprep, solicitors (Eldred 
& Bignold), 11, Queen Victoria-street, London. June 5. 
[ Gazette, June 6. 


GENERAL. 


It is announced that the Queen in Council has approved of a municipal 
charter for the incorporation of Smethwick. 


A subscription ball will take place in the Middle Temple Hall on 
Wednesday evening, the 5th of July next, when the number of tickets 
issued will be limited to 500. 


The lecture by Master Macdonell, C.B., LL.D., on “‘ International Law, 
and the Relations between Civilised and Uncivilised Communities, with 
Special Reference to Africa,’’ at the London School of Economics, is post- 
poned until Monday, 19th inst., at 8 p.m. 

Her Majesty’s judges, according to annual custom, held their whitebait 
dinner at the Ship Hotel, Greenwich, a few days ago, when among those 
present were the Lord Chief Justice, Lord Justice Romer, Justices Wills, 
Grantham, Lawrance, Stirling, Bruce, Ridley, Bigham, Channell, and 
Cozens-Hardy. 

In a recent case before a Scotch court, says the Albany Law Journal, a 
certain witness being called, a man rose up, and said: “‘He is gone.” 
‘¢ Where is he gone ?”’ said the judge. ‘‘ It is his dutyto behere.” “My 
lord,” was the cautious reply, ‘I wouldna care to commit mysel’ as to 
whaur he’s gone; but he’s deid.’’ 


Mr. 8S. F. Langham, coroner for the City of London and borough of 
Southwark, has just completed fifty years’ service as gy Ae gre and 
coroner. On the 6th of June, 1849, he was appoin deputy to Mr. 
Bedford, then coroner for Westminster, a position he relinquished on his 
appointment as City coroner in succession to Mr. W. J. Payne. 


Wednesday, the 14th inst., will be “‘ call night”’ of Trinity Term at the 
at the four of Court, when the large number of 128 students will 
become barristers-at-law. The number of calls to the bar this term at 
Gray’s-inn is the largest number for 238 years, and the second largest in 
the history of the inn, this term being exceeded Michaelmas Term of 
1661, when forty-eight members were called to the bar, of whom eighteen 
were ex gratia. 


Messrs. Edwin Fox & Bousfield announce that they will offer for sale at 
the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, on the 5th of July, an entire King’s freehold 
share in the New River Co. It is stated that in the past twenty-eight 
years the company’s revenue has increased from £284,203 to £614,634, to 
which it amounted in 1898, for which year the income of the King’s share 
now for disposal was £2,850. The owner of a King’s share is relieved by 
the company’s original charter from any responsi of management, the 
affairs of the corporation being controlled by the holders of the adventurers’ 
shares, who own the other moiety of the concern. 


One Gosnell, a wealthy citizen of Montgomery County, Indiana, says the 
Albany Law Journal, lent a widow a large sum of money ae off certain 
incumbrances on her land, and subsequently they were m . He held 
her notes for the money lent, and it was not questioned that she used it to 
pay off her debts. She died a few years later, and Gosnell presented the 
notes against the estate that she left. Payment was refused and he 
brought suit to recover the amount. The Supreme Court, on the 29th 
ult., decided that he could not collect the money, and held that it was 
clearly a common law rule that a woman disc all her indebtedness 
to her creditor when she marries him, and that this rule has not been 
abrogated by statute in Indiana. 

It is announced that Sir Richard Webster, Sir Robert Reid, and Mr, 
Asquith, Great Britain’s legal re tatives in the arbitration as to the 
boundary between Venezuela British Guiana, left Charing Cross on 
Thursday morniug for Pans, to prepare for the ee of the arbitration 
Ss on the 15th inst. The Lord Chief Justice and Lord Justice 

llins, the arbitrators selected by Great Britain, will also leave shortly. 
As the contending parties have already laid statements and documents 
covering in all nearly 6,000 of closely-printed matter in Spanish, 
Dutch, French, and Englisb, before the arbitrators, in addition to nearly 
two hundred maps, the proceedings will probably last for some time. 
The Attorney-General, in opening for Great Britain, is expected to speak 
for about sixteen days. 


We are glad to see, rays the Albany Law Journal, that our contemporary, 
the New York Sun, has recently lent the weight of its influence against the 
too common Deg oy of some judges to indulge in scolding from the bench. 
It remarks that the district attorney of the county of New York has been 
** scored ’’ so severely and continuously of late by the judges of the Court of 
General Sessions, even in his absence, as to suggest a doubt whether such in- 
discriminate and perpetual denunciation does not do more injury to that 
tribunal by detracting from the dignity that should di ish 1t than it 
does goed to the public by correcting the methods of or Gardner's 
ofiice, While proper occasions may arise for rebuke from the bench, there 
is a radical difference between the appropriate reprobation of misconduct 
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and the daily indulgence of the scolding habit. It should not be forgotten | tary tothe Treasury whether, in connection with the proposed reduction of 
that the berated lawyer is in a position which forbids him from talking | county court fees, his attention had been called to a report of the Incor- 
back. porated Law Society dated 1895 ; and whether, in fixing the fees charged 

Monday, the 5th of June, being the Grand Day of Trinity Term, the | in county courts, regard was had to making the county courts self- 
treasurer (Mr. S. C. Macaskie) and the masters ef the bench of Gray’s | supporting, a principle not applied tothe High Court. Mr. Hanbury said : 
Inn entertained at dinner the following guests—viz.: His Excellency |I have seen the report mentioned in the first paragraph. The total 
the Chinese Minister, the Right Hon. the Earl of Kimberley, the Right | expenditure of the Supreme Courtis (roughly) £632,000. But itis generally 
Hon. Lord Macnaghten, the Kight Hon. Lord Mount Stephen, the Hon. | accepted as a constitutional doctrine that the courts and judges should be 
‘Mr. Justice Darling, Sir Andrew Scoble, M.P., K.C.S.1., Sir Halliday | supplied gratis to the suitor by the State. If £199,000 be deducted in respect 
Macartney, K.C.M.G., Sir Jacob Wilson, Sir John Robinson, Sir Harry | of rent and the salaries and pensions of the judges, there remains a balance 
Poland, Q.C., Colonel Egerton, C.B. (Equerry to H.R.H. the Duke of | of £433,000, representing other expenditure. The fee revenue (including 
Connaught), the Very Rev. the Dean of Christ Church, Oxford, the Hon. | the Jand revenue) amounts to £417,000, which would leave a deficit of 
Mr. Justice Boddam, Mr. J. Milvain, Q.C., Mr. Ernest Spencer, M.P., | £16,000. But the Supreme Court must also be credited with the annuity 
and Mr. John M. Swan, A.R.A. The masters of the bench present in of £92,000 a year, which was established in 1869 as the equivalent of 








addition to the treasurer were: The Duke of Connaught, Lord Shand, 
Mr. Henry Griffith, Sir Arthur Collins, Q.C., Mr. Hugh Shield, Q.C., 
Mr. Bowen Rowlands, Q.C., Mr. Rose, Mr. Mulligan, Q.C., Mr. Mattin- 
son, Q.C., Mr. Lewis Coward, Mr. C. A. Russell, Q.0., Mr. Reader 
Harris, Q.C., Mr. Barnard, Mr. Richards, Q.C., M.P., and Mr. Duke, Q.C., 
with the preacher, the Rev. J. H. Lupton, D.D. 

In the House of Commons on the 5th inst. Sir C. Dilke asked the Secre- 


| interest on the Suitors’ Fee Fund, which converts this deficit of £16,000 


| into a net surplus of £76,000 per annum. The county courts, on the other 
hand, show a net deficit of £19,000 per annum. The total expenditure 
upon them amounts to £598,000 per annum, which gives a balance of 
£439,000, when £159,000 is deducted in respect of rent and judges’ salaries 
and pensions. As against this outlay the fee revenue only amounts to 
£420,000. 
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SUPREME COURT 
CIRCUITS OF 
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PAPERS. 

OF JUDICATURE. 
THE JUDGES. 
Eprt10n. | 





The following Judges will remain in Town :—Ruvtey, J., and Danurne, J., during the whole of the Circuits; the other Judges till their 
respective Commission Days. 

Norice.—In cases where no note is appended to the names of the Circuit Towns both Civil and Criminal Business must be ready t» 
be taken on the first working day; in other cases the note appended to the name of the Circuit Town indicates the day before which Civil 
Business will not be taken. In the case of Circuit Towns to which two Judges go there will be no alteration in the old practice. 
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COURT OF APPEAL. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1899. 
(Continued from p. 539.) 
FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), AND 
THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 
General List. 


Leeds 2 


Tuesday ; 
me Yamal Seo 


...., Laiverpool 2 
Thursday 3 jlecbleibtieiasiatee NE Ne 
Saturday. Aug. End (End 





In re Trade Mark, No 76,176, of Clement et Cie and Patents, &c Acts appl 
of Societe Anonyme du St Raphael Quinquina from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Feb 24, 1899 (order not perfected) March 10 

Littledale v Liverpool College appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Bigham (for Mr Justice Byrne—tried at Liverpool), dated Feb 2:3, 189 
March 10 

Fabriqnes de Produits de Thann et de Mulhouse v Laffitte & Co appl of 
defts from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated Feb 1, 1899 (order not 
perfected) March 14 

1899. | In re Adams & Perry & V & P Act, 1874 appl ofS W Adams & anr from 

Greenwood v Leather Shod Wheel Cold appl of deft J E Jameson from | _ order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated Feb 16, 1899 March 15 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Feb 23, 1899 (order not perfected | In re J Powell’s Trusts and Trustee Act, 1893 appl of J Powell from order 
—security ordered) March 7 | of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Feb 10, 1899 March 15 

Same v Same appl of defts W Lainbert & ors from same order March 7 | Compton-Smith v Lancashire & Yorkshire Bank Id. appl of pltff from 

Same v Same appl of defts The Leather Shod Wheel Co ld from same! _ order of Mr Justice Romer, dated Feb 8, 1899 March 17 : 
order March 7 | In re Frith Newton v Rolfe appl of defts from order of Mr Justic? 

Same v Same appl of deft T H Lambert from same order March 7 Kekewich, dated March 1, 1899 order not perfected (to come on with 

Gravelet v Gravelet appl of defts A J B Gravelet and anr from order of | any appl which may be brought against apy order made on fur con) 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dzted Dec 2, 1898 (s o generally) March 7 March 17 
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Mayor, &c, of London v City of London Electric Lighting Co ld_ appl of 
pltffs from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Feb 15, 1899 March 20 
In re Carus Wilson Carus Wilson vw Carus Wilson and In re Carus 
Wilson, infants appl of pltffs from order of Mr Jastice Stirling, dated 
Feb 15, 1899 March 23 
The Detachable Pneumatic Tyre Syndicate 1d v Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre 
Cold appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated March 22, 
1899 (order not perfected) March 24 
In re Milward & Co, solrs, &c appl of Milward & Co from order of Mr 
Justice Byrne, dated March 15, 1899 (order not perfected) March 24 
Jones v Barnett appl of deft S Barnett from order of Mr Justice Romer, 
dated Feb 25, 1899 March 25 
In re Stratford Malcolm v Stratford appl of deft C V W Stratford & 
anr from order of Mr Justice Romer, dated Aug 8, 1898 
In re The Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1890, & In re the ** Tyrian Construction Co 
ld” appl of R Pilling from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated March 
29, 1899 (order not perfected) March 29 
In re The Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1890 & In re The Same Oo ld appl of W 
Parker from same order (order not perfected) March 30 
In re Stafford (expte Metropolitan Board of Works) appl of London 
County Council from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated March 16, 1899 
March 30 
Parry v Ough appl of deft W E Martin from order of Mr Justice Cozens- 
Hardy, dated March 21, 1899 (order not perfected) March 30 
In re The Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1890 & In re The General Railway Syndicate 
ld appl of W Whiteley from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated March 
15, 1899 March 30 
Payton & Co 1d v Snelling, Lampard & Cold appl of defts from order of 
Mr Justice Byrne, dated Marcn 21, 1899 April 5 
In re the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890, & In re the London Sewing 
Machine Syndicate 1d appl of liquidator from order of Mr. Justice 
Cozens-Hardy (Companies Winding-up), dated March 16, 1899 (order 
not perfected) April 11 
In re The McKenzie Gold Mines ld and Co.’s Acts, 1862 to 1890 appl of 
Henry de Stedingk from order of Mr. Justice Wright, dated March 16, 
1899 April 11 
In re Piesse Smith v. Piesse app of deft G C N Piesse from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated March 4, 1899 April 12 
In re The Co.’s Acts, 1862 to 1890, & In re Winding-up Proceeding in the 
County Court of Cornwall, holden at Truro (Stannaries Jurisdiction) 
No. 3 of 1897, & In re The New Par Consols ld appl of Charies Gregory 
from order of Mr. Justice Wright, dated March 16, 1899 (order not 
perfected) April 12 
FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 
1898. 


Thomas v Jones appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Phiilimore 
dated July 16, 1898, at trial without a jury, Carmarthen October 21 

Clink v Hickie, Borman & Co appl of pltff from judgt of Mr. Justice 
Bigham, dated Aug 10, 1898, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
October 26 

Johnson & Co v Bristol Steam Navigation Cold appl of defts from judgt 
of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated Aug 11, 1898, at trial without a jury, 
Swansea October 27 

Martin v London County Council appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Kennedy, dated Aug 6, 1898, at trial, &c (jury discharged) 
November 5 

Gooch v Clutterbuck & anr (Davis, 3rd party) appl of Davis (3rd party) 
from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated Aug 8, 1898, at trial without 
a jury, Birmingham November 8 

Millward v Wood, Bigg & Nash appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Channell, dated Aug 11, 1898, at trial without a jury, Birmingham 
November 10 

Beard v Walke appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 
Oct 29, 1898, at trial without a jury, Middlesex November 10 

Charrington v Hart appl of pltff from judgt of Me Justice Phillimore, 
dated Oct 27, 1898, at trial without a jury, Middlesex November 10 

Houlder & ors v Bowen & ors appl of F A Bowen, a deft, from judgt of 
Mr Justice Mathew, dated Nov 8, 1898, at trial without a jury, Middle- 
sex November 12 

Same v Same appl of E Cassel from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated 
Nov 8, 1898, at trial without a jury, Middlesex November 12 

Purves v Straits of Dover Steamship Co, ld & ors appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated Nov 2, 1898, at trial without a jury, 
fliddlesex November 15 

Sanderson & Levi v The British Westralian and Share Corpn, ld, & ors 
appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated Nov 9, 1898, at 
trial without a jury, Middlesex November 16 

The Joint Committee of the River Ribble v Halliwell (Crown side) appl 
of pltffs from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice Wills, 
dated Oct 27, 1898 November 16 

e v Shorrock (carrying on, &c) Crown side appl of pltffs from judgt 

of the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice Wills, dated Oct 27, 1898 
November 16 


Redfern, Jd y The Provident Association of London, ld appl of pltffs from | The Attorney-Gen v London & North-Western Co 


ge of Mr Justice Wright, dated Nov 8, 1898, at trial without a jury, 
iddlesex November 18 


judgt of the Lord Chief Justice, Mr Justice Wills, and Mr Justice Law- 
tance, dated Nov 11, 1898 November 23 

The Excel (British & Colonial) Milk Sterilizing Co ld v Reavely & Oo 
of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated Nov 22, 1898, at 
without a jury, Middlesex Nov 25 

Geisha Syndicate ld & anr v Edwardes appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Channell, dated Nov 8, 1898, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
Nov 28 

Saxon SS Cold v Union 8S Cold appl of defts from judgt of The Lord 
Chief Justice, dated Nov 18, 1898, at trial, &¢ Dec 3 

Same v Same appl of pltffs from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice, dated 
Nov 18, 1898, at trial, & Dec 7 é 

Holliday v The National Telephone Co 1d (Crown Side) of pltff from 
judgt of Justices Wills and Lawrance, dated Nov 29, 1898 Dec 10 

Perfecta Seamless Steel Tube Co ld v J Penn & Sons ld appl of 
from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated Nov 14, 1898, at trial with 
special jury, Birmingham Dec 10 

Bolt v East applof pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated Nov 26, 
1898, at trial without a jury, Middlesex (security ordered) Dec 12 

Moore v Ransome’s Dock Committee appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Lawrance, dated December 3, 1898, at trial with special jury, 
Middlesex December 13 d 

Union Steamship Co 1d v D Davis & Sons 1d appeal of defts from judgt of 
The Lord Chief Justice, dated November 18, 1898, at trial without a 
jury, Middlesex December 13 , 

The Mercantile Bank of London ld v Evans appl of deft from judgt of 
Mr Justice Bruce, dated December 3, 1898, at trial, &c (jury discharged), 
Middlesex December 17 , 

Marshall v Colonial Consignment, &c Co opp of pltff from j of 
Mr Justice Kennedy, dated December 7, 1898, at trial without a jury, 
Middlesex December 17 : 

Neeld v Hendon Urban District Council appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Channell, dated November 30, 1898, at trial without a jury, 
Middlesex December 19 

The Attorney-Gen v Clarkson & ors (Revenue side) appl of defts from 
judgt of Justices Wills & Bruce, dated Dec 13, 1898 20 

The St Louis Breweries ld (applts) v Apthorpe, Surveyor of Taxes (respt 
Revenue Side appl of applts from judgt of Justices Wills & Bruce, 

Dec 13,1898 Dec 20 

Sarll v Woodham appl of pitff from judgt of Mr Justice Bruce, dated Nov 
16, 1898, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Dec 29 

The District Council of Daventry v Parker appl of pltffs from judgt of 
Justices Wills & Bruce, dated Dec 20, 1898 30 


1899. 

Lister & Cold & ors v Dix Bros appl of deits from j of Mr Justice 
Wright, dated Dec 21, 1898, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Jan 2 
Newman v Hasluck appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated 

Oct 25, 1898, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Jan 3 
~~ (Surveyor of Taxes) (applt) v The Treasurer of Middle Temple (respt) 
venue side appl of respt from judgt of Justices Wills & Bruce, dat 
Dec 15, 1898 Jan 5 
Shamrock SS Co ld v Storey & Co appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bigham, dated Dec 19, 1898, at trial without a jury, esex Jan ll 
Thomas v Corporation of Devonport appl of plitff from judgt of Mr 
: me Phillimore, dated Oct 25, 1898, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
an 12 
Adams v Stevens & Co appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, 
dated Dec 21, 1898, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Jan 14 
Rowell (wife, &c) v Rowell appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
——, dated Jan 11, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
an 
Talbot Newspaper Co ld v The N A P Window Cold. appl of pltffs from 
judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated Dec 20, 1898, at trial without a 
jury, Middlesex Jan 20 
Goldstein v Lea appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated 
Jan 12, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Jan 23 
Ellis (applt) v The Assessment Committee of Camberwell & ors (respts) 
Crown side appl of applt from judgt of Justices Lawrance & Channell, 
dated Jan 18, 1899 Jan 25 
Cornford v Carlton Bank ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Darling, dated Jan 20, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Jan 27 
Grant v The Gold Exploration & Development Syndicate ld appl of 
detts from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated Jan 22, 1899 Jan 
Weir (trading, c) v The Union Steamship Co ld appl of pitffs from 
judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated Jan 19, 1899, at trial without a jury, 
Middlesex Jan 28 
Gifford & anr v Willoughby’s Mashonaland, &c Co ld and ors of 
pltffs from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice, dated Nov 28, 1898, at 
without a jury, Middlesex Jan 31 
In re An Arbitration between the Astley & Tyldesley Coal & Salt Co & 
the Tyldesley Coal Co appl of Astley & Tyldesley Coal, &¢ Co from 
judgt of Justices Bruce & Ridley, dated Jan 20, 1899 (special case 
e 


Jones v Biernstein (trading as the National Furnishing o) Crown side 
appl of deft from judgt of Justices Lawrance & Channell, Jan 25, 


99 Feb 2 
pl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Bruce, dated Nov 10, 1898, at with special 
jury, Middlesex Feb 3 


Rice v Reed appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated Nov | Swayne (applt) v The Commrs of Inland Revenue oe) side 
ce, da 


Deo 31, 1898 





16, 1898, at trial with special jury, Middlesex November 23 
T Prescott (applt) v H. W. Lee (respt) Crown side appl of applt from | 


ap) 1 of respts from judgt of Justices Wills & Bru 
Feb 4 
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HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Trinity Srrrines, 1899. 

(Continued from p. 540.) 


Before Mr. Justice Nortu. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
v Turner act 
Consolidated Exploration & Finance 
Co ld v Musgrave act 
In re Gerlach Gerlach vy Cox act 
Leach Bros v Rowe act 
Edwards v Summerton 
counterclaim 
Staples v Anderson act 
Nichols v Day act 


Saccharin Corpn ld v Bratby & | 


Hinchliffe ld act 
London & County Banking Cold v 


Clarendon Hotel Co ld act & | 


counterclaim 
Brown v Ward act without plead- 


ings 

Edison Bell Consolidated Phono- 
graph Cold v Owen act (plead- 
ings to be delivered) 


Muller v Nicolls act (to come into 
List after British West Charter- 
land 1d v Nicolls) 

Low v Low act &mfj 

Ellis y Muir act 

Proctor vy Lupton act 


| In re Imray’s Patent No 6,057 of 
act & | 


1898 &c petn entered in Wit- 
ness List 

Bullard v Bullard & Sons act (pltff 
dead) 

Bullard v Bullard act (pltff dead) 

Hayes v Jones act 

Heatly v Spiers & Pond 1d act 

Magnus v The Plumbers Co act 

Chase v The London County 
Council act 

In re Ackroyd Burgess v Ackroyd 


| act 
| Mutoscope & Biograph Syndicate 1d 


Hutchings v Seaford Urban District | 


Council act 
Jones v Cunliffe act 
Rhymney Ry Co v Brecon & Merthyr 
Tydfil Junction Ry Co act 
Webb v Fagotti Bros act 
Courony Cundy act 


Merchant Venturers of Bristol v 


Stothert act 


Basden v National Trading Corpn | 


ld act 
Pinnock v Pinnock act 
Smith v Titums act 
Aldri e v Blackman act without 


P e 

In re Willis Shaw v Flanagan act 

Hexter v Pearce act 

Peter v Plymouth Breweries 1d act 
(pleadings to be delivered) 

Grosvenor Mansions Cold v Cooper- 
Coles act 

Deverill v Nottingham Turkish 
Baths Cold act 

Lord Sackville v Bottomley act 

Lambe v Lambe act 

Kensington Freehold Land Trust ld 
v Bescoby act 

The Acetylene Illuminating Co 1d v 
Midland Acetylene (Parent) 
Syndicate ld act 

Root v Donn act 

In re Brown Smithv Sully act 

Carpmael v Ware act 

Isaacs v Evans act 

Jn re Trade Mark 25, 422 & Patents, 
&c Acts motn ord to go into 
General List 

Stanley v Robson & Co act 

Stohwasser v Dennant act 


Bauer v Silicate Paint Co (J. B. Orr | 


& Cold) act 
Wright v Prall act 





Before Mr. Justice Streurne. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 


Attorney-Gen v Guardians of Poor | 


of Bedwellty Union act 

Taylor &Son v Fell act 

Jacoby Down act 

Coles v Richards act 

Wall v The London and Northern 
Assets Corpn, ld act 

Stone v Allen act 

Sidaway v Evans act 

J eld & Sons ld v Sharp Bros 
&cld act 

Jenkins v Williams ; act 

Wetherall v Budd act (pleadings 
to be delivered) 

Butlin v Glaskin act 

Beevis vy The Rylands Glass &c Co 
act (pleadings to be delivered) 

London County Council vy Great 
Northern Ry Co act 

Simes v Martin act 


Cold act 
Bayley v Green 
& Co v Hudson 
issues for trial 
In re Heaps Pulleyne v Wilson 
Foakes v Jackson act 
act 
Walker v Shaw, Savill & Allbron 
Powell v Powell act 
strong act 
act 
Press v Clay act 
Halley v Slater act 
ld act 


v British Stereopticon Biograph 
The Coupe & Dunlop &c Co ld v 
Heath act 
act (pleadings to 
be delivered) 
Forwood Bros 
In re Stead Whitham v Andrew 
act 
act and m f j 
Hacket v Woodward act 
Rosenberg v Smolinsky act 
Mackenzie v Headland Hotel Co ld 
Cold act 
Jennings Bros ld v Warwick act 
Stead v Clegg act 
The Trustees, Exors, &c, ld v Arm- 
Morris v Hollender 
Press v Stanton act 
Moore v Ackerman act 
Edwards v Millar act 
South Staffordshire Blue Brick Co 
ld v Rowley Station Colliery Co 
Ainsworth v Alcock adj 
entered in Witness List) 


sumns 





Before Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
Seaman v Houghton act 
In re Jonas Davisv Jonas act 
South African Breweries ld v King 
act 
Stock v Meakin act 
In re Holmes Holmes v Hardaway 
Hardaway v Holmes act & 
counter-claim 
Wood v Abrahams act (not before 
July 14) 
Elles v Davies act 
In re Hinckesman Hinckesman v 
Hinckesman act 
Martin v Winby act (Juno 6 after 
any case advertised) 
Wood v Boughton act 
Chambers v Harries, Wilkinson & 
Raikes act 
Halford v Hardy act 
A B Dick Co v Young 


act 
Davies v Smale act (so 21 days 


after judg in Probate act) 
Parham vy Mumford act 
Attorney-Gen v Urban District 
Council of Hanwell act 
Ind, Coope & Cold vy MacLean act 
Ohambers v Cowan & Son 1d act 
Gardner & Gardner v Moore act 








Heller v Weiss act 

Goulding v Honor act 

Duke of Devonshire v Brookshaw 
act 

In re Hands In re Lucas Lucas v 
Oldacres act & counter-claim 

Loader v London Property Co ld act 

Van Grutten v Foxwell act 

Merrill v Founders’ Committee ld 
act 

In re Genesi Cooper v Knight 


act 

Chamberlain & Hookham ld v 
Mayor &c of Bradford act 

Poutz v Prestige & Co act without 
pleadings (June 13 after No 63) 

Thomson v Lord Clanmorris act 
with mfj by order March 25, 
1899 

White v Cash act 

J R Watts (trading &c) v Horsfield 

t 


ac 

The Great Western R Jo v The 
Trerice China Clay Co ld act 
(June 13) 

Williams v Glasdir Copper Mines ld 
act 

Wimsett v Nurse act & mf j 

Heddle v Chandler act 
Causes for Trial (without wit- 

nesses). 

Timmins v O'Toole act & mf 
first non-witness day in June) 

Miller v Walton m fj (short) 


Before Mr. Justice Wricur. 
(Sitting as an additional Judge of 
the Chancery Division.) 
Companies (Winding-up). 
Petitions. 

(N.B.—The Petitions Nos 1 to 30 
inclusive are all standing over 
with liberty to restore) 

Joseph Bull, Sons & Co ld (petn 
of M T Shaw & Co) 

Glamorgan Oentral Permanent 
Benefit Building Soc (petn of the 
Co) 

Industrial Securities Investment 
Co 1d (petn of E A Hamblyn) 

Bidasoa Ry & Mines ld (petn of F 


Thorn) 

Dawe & Co ld (petn of A Wit- 
church) 

Eastern Counties Bacon Factory ld 
(petn of Lalor and Kindersley) 

Otis Steel Co ld 07] of L Relton) 

G & S Bracknell ld (petn of The 
Continental Bottle Co) 

South Kent Water Co (petn of J 
Oakes & Co) 

Pontypridd Improvements Co ld 
(petn of P J Dunn & ors) 

Gold Reefs of Western Australia 
ld (petn of G E D Durnford) 

North Borneo Prospecting & Culti- 
vation Syndicate ld (petn of W 
P R Newlands) 

Globe Blocks Mining Co 1d (scheme 
of arrangement) (petn of C J 
Fauvel and The South African 
and Australian Exploration and 
Development Syndicate 1d) 

London & Paris Finance & Explora- 
tion Co ld (petn of Reservoir 
Hub & Components Co 1d) 

Wheel Club Id (petn of H J Grim- 
wade) so generally 

South Australian Petroleum Fields 
ld (petn of J Senior) s o generally 

Coolgardie Mint & Iron King Gold 
Mines ld (petn of A Watters) 
8 0 generally 

Transvaal Exploriog Co ld (petn of 
T. Baines) so generally 

Barberton Reefs ld (petn of L P 
Bowler) oe : 

Teify Vale Mining Co ld (petn o 

MW H Davis & Sons) 

London & County Newspaper Syn- 
dicate 1d (petn of L Spackman 
& Son) 








Industrial Inventions Development 
Cold (petn of AJ Hill & anr) 
Pinyalling Consols 1d (petn of M P 

Swinburne) 

East Wealth of Nations Gold Co ld 
(petn of C J McCulloch & Co) 

Pyramidical Syndicate 1d (petn of § 
Butterworth & Sons) 

Leather-Shod Wheel Co ld (peta of 
Martha S Keast) 

Starley Bros & Westwood Manu- 
facturing Co ld (petn of D 
Russell) 

Hit or Miss Proprietary Gold Mines 
ld (petn of E L Bennet & ors) 
East Wealth of Nations Co ld (petn 
of East Wealth of Nations Gold 

Co 1d) 

Patent Counting & Registering 
Appliances Syndicate ld (petn of 
A Jones) 

Accles 1d (petn of Nile’s Tool 
Works Co Id) 





Before Mr. Justice Brrnr. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 


Bailey v Skinner act 

Crebbin v Bartlett act 

Spiller v Hoare act 

Hogg v Wontner act 

Basil Montgomery & Co v Freeman 
Oohen’s Consolidated, ld act 

Hollingsworth v Grave act 

Turner v James act 

Roe v Roe act 

Gale v Ashby act 

Ashby & Cov Gale act & counter- 
claim (transferred from Q B 
Division) 

Hawker & Mitchell v The Stourfield 
Park Hotel Cold act 

Midgley v Pacific Contract Co ld 


act 

Stoneham v Seal act 

Volckman vGuppy act & counter- 
claim 

Bourdon v Grubb act 

Dawson v Darby act 

J Johnson & Co ld v Tennant act 
agst deft Tennant (without 
pleadings) 

Harris v Clarke act 

Parker v Syria Ottoman Ry Co act 

W Marshall & Cold v A H Bullld 
act 

Griffin v Johnson act 

Thomas v Transatlantic Steam Co 
Id act 

Lichten-tadter v Anderson’s British 
Canadian Gold Properties ld act 

Anderson’s, &c ld v Lichtenstadter 
act 

Tooley v Tooley 
claim 

Hawtrey v Bleackleg act 

Governors of Bridewell Hospital 1 
Marshall act 

Franklyn v Mason act 

Hazel v Humfrey act 

London (ieneral Omnibus Co 1d! 
Gillings act (pleadings to be 
delivered) 

West Australian Gold Fields ld 
Colonial Industries Cold act_ 

In re Dickinson’s Patent, 1891, No 


act & counter- 


5,461 petn entered in Witness 
List 

Wilmot v (iiles act (pleadings # 
be delivered) 


Edwards v Hendrix act 

Attorney-(ren v Hughes 
m f j 

Honour v Equitable Life Assoc 8x 
of the United States act 

Wall v London & Northern Asset 
Corpn ld act 

Catten v Bridgwater Bridgwater! 
Catten act (consolidated) 

London City & Midland Bank ld’ 
Thomson act (pleadings to & 
delivered) 


act & 
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Frost v Lewis act for trial 
Wallis v Purkess act for trial 
North v Akeroyd act for trial & 


Before Mr. Justice Cozens, Harpy. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
Trausterred by O:der, dated May 


5, 1899. counterclaim 
Barclay v Mayor, &c, of Wakefield | Chamberlain v Chamberlain act 
act for trial without pleadings by for trial 


In re Solomon Lloyd v Selwyn 
act for trial & 3rd party notice of 
deft by order, May 16, 1898 

British Motor Co ldv Burgess Cycle 
Cold act for trial 

Pearson v Blamires act for trial 

In re J Morton’s Registered Design 
No 268,635, &c motn entered in 
Witness List 

Day v Atkey act for trial 

Tullis v Macintosh, Meikle, Co ld 
act for trial 

In re The Palmarejo Mining Co ld 
Bruce v The Palmarejo Mining 
Cold act for trial 

Bellamy v Richardson act for trial 

In re Howes Chapman v Putland 


order 

Clipperton v Wood act for trial 

The Electric Construction Co ld v 
Imperial Tramways Co ld act 
for trial by crder (pleadings to 
be delivered) 

Llandudno Urban District Council 
v Woods act for trial 

Stubbins v Brake act fer trial 

In re Tawn Tawn v Tawn adjd 
sumns entered as Witness Action 
by order 

A W Gamage ld v Beasley act 
for trial set down by order 
(pleadings to be delivered) 

Hart v Clough act for trial 

Bassano v Bromet act for trial by 


order act for trial 
Hill v Wilson act for trial (Brad- | Austin v Pyne act for trial 

ford D R) Poyle Mills Cold v Wiggins act 
Smith v Paine act for trial for trial 
Cornwall v Henson act for trial Reeves v Parmer act for trial by 
Taylor v Stych act for trial order Jan 13, 1899 (pleadings 
Domleo v Trustee of T R Clifford, to be delivered) 

&c act for trial Ruston v Sherras_ act for trial 
Owen v Ogilvie act for trial Schofield v Lewis act for trial 


Law v Spiers & Pond ld act for | Tindal v Spitzel act for trial 


trial Von der Heydt v Dunlop act for 
Same v Same act (transferred from trial 

Q B Division) In re Collyer Collyer v Collyer 
Papillon v Hutchinson act for trial act for trial 


Summers v Summers act for trial 
In re Salmon Smith v Towerzey 


act for trial 
11 act for trial 


White v Gin 
Kenrick v Mountsteven act for 


(To be continued.) 


Raby v Cox act for trial 

Noakes v Corke act for trial 

Knollys v Kent Coal, Finance, & 
Development Co ld act for trial 

Norris v Grainger act for trial 

Cook v Loxton act for trial 

Masters v Paynter act for trial 











THE PROPERTY MART. 


SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


June 12 -—Messrs. Mippieton & CrackyeE.t, at the Mart, at 2, in Three Lots :—Hamp- 
stead, N.W.: Three semi-detached Residences. Solicitor, Hugh Rose-Innes, ae 
London. aif ‘and 75, South-hill Park (just = " Heath). 
Esq., London. (See advertisement, June 8, p. 1 

June 12.—Mr. Tuos. @. RocEr s, at the Mart, »? cee —Highgate : Two Freehold Co 
Crouch End : Semi-detached long Leasehold Residence, Solicitor, E. H. Quicke Ie 
London.—Hornsey : Four Freehold Cottages. Dalston: Nine-roomed Lenesbold 
House. Bermondsey: Freehold Ground-rent £35 per annum. Solicitor, D. 
Edmonds, Esq., London. (See advertisements, June 3, at p. 6.) 

June 13.—Messrs, Depennam, Tzwson, Farmer, & Baipaewarer, at the Mart, at 2:— 
Herefordshire: The Rowden House Estate, close to en Mill Station on the 
Great Western Railway (Bromyard and Leominster Branch), about 2 miles from 
Bromyard, 10 from Leominster, 15 from Hereford, the same from W 
about 3} hours’ journey from London ; in all about 153a,. 2r. 2p. and is within 
reach of six packs of hounds. Solicitors, Messrs. H. C. Beddoe & Son and Mesars. 
Farrer & Co., London.—Highbgate : Two detached eben standing in grounds of 
about an acre each, about seven minutes’ walk from Highgate Station at -N.B.), with 
possession. Solicitors, Messrs. Tarry, Sherlock, & King, London. denham-hill : 
Detached Family Residence, with stabling and op of nearly Pt acres, with 

m; the whole oe an area of about 3a, 3r. Op., an from Dulwich 
College for 44 years unexpired. Solicitors, Messrs. Minchin « a 
street, City: By order of the Governors of 8t. Bartholomew's Hospital, = 
Building ite occupying an area of about 2,290 square feet on the Ae ee side 
newly-widened part of this thoroughfare, frontages of 53 ft. A Fleet-street and 
50ft. Sin. to 8t. Bride’s-avenue. Solicitors, Messrs. Wilde, Moore, & W: 
London.—Frensham, Surrey : About two miles from Farnham Station (L. & 8.W.R.), 
and within easy reach of London, 45 acres of undulating heath, , and =. 
land, having long vm to capital roads; Lot 1, 5a. Or. 15p.; Lot 2, 2a, Ir, 
and "Lot 3, 17a. 3r. 3p. licitors, Messrs. _ Fitzhugh, ‘Woolley, Baines, & W . 
Brighton. (See advertisements, June 3, p. 2.) 

June 18.—Messrs. ares & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Marine Residence, with 
attractive pleas rounds, the whole ggg * aon oo three-quarters 
of a mile from Fi F owe Town Station. Templeton & Cox, 
London.—In Six Lots, Improved Leasehold m4, of £72 10s. a » Secured 
upon Nos. 22 and 24, Macroom-road, St. Peter’s Park, Paddington. a’ Ground- 
rents of £28 a year, secured upon 42, 44, 46, and 48, Hormead-road. Freehold Building 
Land adjoining, containing about 3,000 superficial feet. No, 2 Wharf ny Nod 
with extensive frontage to the canal; let at £120 a year. No. 1 Wharf, Fermo 
road, with extensive frontage to the canal, Freehold —— situate at Teytond 
containing about 35] acres, ai the Grand Junction Solicitors, M 
Beale & London, (See yey June 3, 2; 10. 

June 14.—Messrs. Davip Burserr & Co., at the Mart, at Life Assurance Shares : 
Sinty-cight £25 Shares in the Star Life Assurance Office, founded f~ 2 and ee of the 

rous life assurance societies in London. Shares and 
Prin ing Co. ; London, Edinburgh, and Glasgow Assurance Co. ; Balt Union 
Ss rea Trust Co. ; London and Provincial Marine Insurance Co 


ham, and Dover Railway ; Central London — + New 2 re, Pennsylvania, 
and Ohio First Mo. t; Amazon T Liberal Club 
London.— 
tt. 


Buildings Co, ; and National Solicitors, Messrs. oe aah & Sons, 
Six hundred id Shares of 15s. each in the British Columbia Co. 
Solicitor, Charles Mylne Barker, Esq., London.—Reversion on death of a gentleman, 
ii Share of Freehold I y, estimated value of £6,000. Solicitors, 
Lydall & Sons, London.— Property, Hither-green, 
oe cqreemanta, t £65, £60, and Solicitors, 


ay pat month of 170ft. to 

Child’s gt ot a oleienh Sa, Lenken. 7 ator 

Property, No. years at over 

Feary ae eet tes the Orme the Corporation for 99 years at £252 per ann Schicttne 

Messrs. Mackrel & Co., London. (8ee advertisements, this 
June be Messrs. Heenixe, Sox, & Daw, ae Oe Mart, at 2: 

and 158, —— ., ith Building io in rear. 

pam & wee and ‘Messrs. Lovett & Liddle, Lo London. 

6. 

June 15.— cure. B. E. Foster & Cranrie.p, at the Mart, at 2: 


To a Trust Fund, value 60 200 Deiung onl Debsatens Gtock: lady aged 29. 
lici €T cad lady 
65. Also to £2,000 on 


at Cricklewood, with an te, frontage to the 


Property, go 156 
(Bee Re 


T Os Maid. of 210,008 d etait gat 10.00, on decease of 
'o One-! 0! upon on 
ree BB 6D, and G0. Bolicitor, Dovid T 


To One-ni of «Trust Retate value 47207 in Buibway and Hotel Shares ; lady 
aged 73, provided gentleman now 22 survi' her, till he is 25; with policy. 
Solicitor, C. Perro’ , London, 

To One-seventh Share of a Trust value £6,500, Railway Stock and Mort- 
age; grey fF EY Solicitor, Arthur Pyke, =. 

REV. ONARY LIFE NTEREST of gentleman, aged 35, ina ‘Trust Fund of 
15 7 oo = ee, Sees oe on decease of a lady aged 69. 
MORTGA su Bie tion seam ecease of lady aged 85. Solicito 
0 A oO} ra, 
oe aa Linklater, pr ate fh fe hE. ‘ihe 

LI 


For £2,200. Solicitor, wees Sesion, Esq., London. 
For _— £1,000. Solicitors, M essrs. Kastwood, Wigan, & Champernowne, 


For £500. Solicitore, Messrs. ay & hey Wey, 
For £500, £200 Solicitors, Messrx. Col! k, & Crane, Brighton. 


page.) 
June 15.—Messrs.C.C. & T. Moons,’ atthe Mart, : 
Houses, Mile End-road, — Brewery ; 





Messrs, Mee & Co., Retford —Long Leasehold R , near “ 
value £40 per annum. Solicitor, Cecil J. Rawlinson, hounen London.— , Old 
Ford, and Bow: Freehold and Leasehold | a Freehold Residence, anv] 
a Factory, producing £1,104 14s. per annum. . Tamplin, Tayler, & 
J ion. (See ad A dy hg i) 
June 15.—Messrs. Stimson & Soxs, at the Mart, ai 
und-rents of £43 7s. 6d.. upon thirty-one houses (with two shops) 
Solicitor, A. Fleming, Esq., on.—Bethnal Green : und-rents of 
7 per annum, houses. Ground-rents 
of £21 18s. 6d. per annum, four D. Stock, °. 
on.— Vi Docks (near Tidal Basin Railway Station): Freehold - 


rents, amounting to £100 perannum. Solicitor, W. Buttle, Esq., London. (See adver- 


tisements, June 3, p. 6.) 
June 15.—Messrs. WatTos rd Rik in conjunction — Messrs. Lawsox, Roper, & 
‘Westmorland and Lancashire : 


Procter), at the Ro: ta Kiskby Lonadale, at 
One a-half mi Ge fem Kirkby’ Lonsdale Station, on the London and North- 
Western Railway, 43 f Arkholme Station on i rE 10 from Carn- 


oe BL 5 FS access of Leeds, Bradford, 
Manchester, and Liverpool, Resid tial Property distinguiehed as Lunefield, situate 
in the parish of Kirkby Vale, the whol ecupring a aren of abut 1,184a. Or. =e. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Pearson & Pearson, Kirkby Lonsdale. (See advertisement, this 


wel 8.) 
June 17.—Measrs. Fexn & Co., ot Go Gore Beten, 


Colchester, at 3 :—Abberton, Essex : 
In one of the most picturesque parts of pe cen See miles 


from Colchester, and 


from w on is ed in sixty-five minutes ; three miles from the well-known 

{freee idand; 4 charming tsidental and ianded prope Colne, and four miles from 
38 og property, known as 

ersea d; a charming residential landed property, kno the Abberton 

House Estate, with Badcock’s Farm, covering an area of 180a. Or. 38p. Solicitors, 


Messrs. Wilt Hill, & Co, London. (See advertisements, June 3, p. 10.) 
RESULT OF SALE. 
Messrs. C. C. & T. Moore sold at the Mart on Pee: 34, Holcroft-road, South 
th-street, Freeh i 


Hackney, £500: S i £365 ; in -road, 
ld Montagu-street, ” £700; 35a, £730; 37, £725, 16-22, Finch- 
street, 23,180.” Bas Fey £6,305. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fnipay, June 2. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luntrep m CHancerr. 

Ceitic Barv Co, Liursp—Creditors are required, on or before ome 1, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to R. Hughes-Jones, 
88, The Albany, Old Hall st, Liverpool 
Cote & Paaz, iMITED— 1, to one their names 

and addresses, and the Cc. 

Mundy, 37, Bromham rd, 
Grosvenor Maxsroxs Co, es y* 
their names Jy dresses, and 


dato 

AMES ‘fase eison & Boys, get oy ke gin 
P send their names and epee, ga the particulars of their di 
Rayner, 11, Old Hall st, Li 


**Mexvota” Sreamsuirp Co, Luanrep (1x Vortvytrary Ligvipatiox 
required, on or before June 30, to send their names and addresses, 
of of their debts or claims, to Jefferson yw 
—, —— AND San > Limits! ‘ 
eir names 
Barclay Peat, 3, Lothbury. Lucas & Co, Sa oa oe Deeper 
Wurraxrr Brorners & Co (Dyers), Lire req on or before July 
15, to — their addresses, and the 
Greaves & Greaves. 5, Charles 
Wee beeen, Liurreb—Creditors are req 
their 1+ addresses, and 
Birmingham, Bowen, 


London Gasette.—Tusspay, June 6. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Br L 2 a ~~ presented S1, directed tc 
leg HaviaGe SYNDICATE, a up, Ul 
be heasd en June 14. Davidson Morin, $0 and th Gueen Vietors ¢ 


Baa 


1 


oy 





Orr, or Coy. Unirep ad ae mart » rogue’, on or before 
19, to send names particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Wilia — House. Bircham & Co, Old Broad st, 
lors to 
oh Bror'k Go Loursep—Creditors are on or before July 25, to send their 
names and addresses, the particulars of debts or claims, to Mr Andrew Dodds 





Puirbaima, Cannon st." Wilece & Co, Copthall bldge, solors to liquidator 
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Heap-Sournatt Sy a ATE, naa ge agen are required, on or before July 21, to | Marierr, James, Camden Town, Licensed Victualler July13 Stileman & Co, South. 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr ampton st, Bloomsbury 
= er ned Whitham, Barum House, Halifax. Barstow & Midgley, Halifax, as to | Metxor, James, Ashton under Lyne June14 Pownall, Ashton under Lyne 
iquida’ 
Mera. Sramrinc anp Decoratixe Co, amas epee ne are required, on or before Micust1, Riouanp, Kensington Park gine oy . ogpneet S On cine 
July 14, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, | Mist, Axx, Southampton July 3 Davy & Jackson, Ringwood, Hants 


= Lynn, 21, Baron’s Court rd, West Kensington Mist, Artuvr, Southampton, Independent Minister July3 Davy & Jackson, Ringwood, 
wore Byrp, Lunrep—Creditors are required, on or enya gee f a to send their names Hants 
a addresses, an: oo = of their debts or claims, to Mr Thomas Ainley Hanmer, | Ormerov, Tuomas Tuzopore, Cambridge July17 Neish & Co, Watling st 
mn 8 ve! 


5, id - » ail oO 
oo AND Wesnveantes CouuiEertEs Co, Limrtep (in Votuntary Liquipation)—Creditors Paansox, Joux, lower Clapton July1 Oldman & Co, Old Gerjeants aye = 
on or before June 20, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars Poo.e, Rey ALEXANDER, West Meon Rectory, Hants July 1 Vincent, Ryde, lof W 
of 4 their debts or claims, to Edward Thomas Parker, 21, Clare st, Bristol Ranvotrn, Rev Epwarp Joux, Dunnington, York July 15 Meynell & Pemberton, Old 
Strarrorp Sanatorium anv Private Hore. Co, Liwrrep—Creditors are required, on or | Queen st, Storey’s gate 
before Friday, June 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their | Repay, Epwanrp, Tenterden, Kent, Builder June 30 Mace & Sons, Tenterden 


debts or claims, to George Dean, 9, St Mary’s grove Stafford mosall 
Sreamsuirp “ Draumrett” "Co, LivirEy—Credito bape uired, on or before July 29, to | Roscor, Mary, @ Stafford July 8 Liddle, Newport, Salop 
their names and addresses, and the matt aby | their debts or claims, to James | Sarow, Marre Macpaveye Pavuive, Folkestone July 15 Hollams & Co., Mincing In 
Gillison and — Chadwick, 10, Tower bldgs North, Liverpool | ScutLy, James, Worship st, Butter Merchant July 15 Thos. H. Jackson, Liverpool 
a: 4 one nd irected to be heard on a ae ee windin BE xD: Eresented | Scuioesser, WILLIAM, Fellows rd, Hampstead Jaly 21 Munns & Longden, Old Jewry 
for Notice # appearing must reach the above-named = later than 6 o’clock | Sims, SamveL, Waddington, Lincoln, Farmer July6 Andrew & Trotter, Lincoln 
e afternoon of June 13 STANILAND, Measury, Brighton July 20 R. W. Staniland, Boston 
Vemnrs Syxpicate, Lourep—Creditors are required, on or before July 1, to send their Sur scale ile OR — June 30 om & Co, — 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr Newman M. | si 4 . 
oslo, Worcester House, Walbrook, Jenkins & Co, 134, Fenchurch st, solors for liqui- | Tayzor, the Rev. Richanp Howe, Kemble Vicarage, Glos July 15 Ley & Co., Careyst 


| Tuursrans, Witi1AM James, Selby, York July1 Parker & Parker, Selby 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. | Vines, Epwarp, Hairdresser, Nottingham Junel4 Carter, Nottingham 
Ciyp Toxtine Society, Methodist Chapel. Queen’s rd, Bootle, Lancaster. May 31 | 





Loyat Haut Usitep Sisters Fritspiy Society, Church Gresley, Derby. May 29 | Werts, Haznirrr, Boston, Lincs July 10 Staniland, Boston 
Newton Farenpiy Society, Craven Arms Hotel, Craven Arms, Salop, May 30 Wi.uiamson, Atrrep, Ely, Cambridge, Grocer July 1 Hall, Ely 
ae Ss eat Baa, OF LU.0. Mzcuamcs, Mosrers Usirr, | | Woopnovse, Mary, Leominster June 24 Gosling, Leominster 
SovTHWARK AND Newixcton Women’s Benerit Society, 44, Nelson sq, Blackfriars rd. | London Gazette.—Tvespay, June 6. 
Ma | Apkins, Henry, Northfield, Worcester Sept 29 Matthews & Co, Birmingham 


y 29 
Broxpox Wonkixc Mes's Co-orsrative Society, hicsntai Spondon, Derby. May 31 | anpay, the Right Hon Exizazers Mantanxe Countess of, Chesham st July 7 Lee & 
~:~ Pembertons, Linco!n’s inn fields 
| Baxes, Harry, Teddington June 24 Wilkinson & Co, Bedford st, Covent Garden 
Warntine To 1nTenpinc House Purcuasers anp Lessexs.—Before pur- | Banerzovoe, Euma, Choriton on Medlock, Manchester July 7 Sampson & Price, 
anchester 
eamieene Tested Les eunt aon by en Bxpert from ‘The Samar | | Biunt, Maurice Dear, Emsworth, Hants August1 Bodman, Lancaster pl, Strand 
Engineering Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), Victoria-street, West- | Bearrmcma, Awe Hetex Jexyii, Westbourne Park July 18 Woodcock & Co, 
minster. Fee quoted on recei t of full 1 Play Established 23 Broventoy, Bexsamix, Manningham, Bradford July 6 Wilson & Stanfield, Bradford 
years. Telegrams, ‘ Sanitation.’’—[Apvr.] | Bursows, Joun Wit11Am, Bethnal Green June 30 Voss, Bethnal Green rd 
| Cuniston. Wittram WiLkinson, Newcastle upon Tyne, Draper June 20 Lundi, New- 
| castle upon Tyne 
Coorver, Epaunp, Preston, Auctioneer June 24 Thompson & Oakey, Preston 











CREDITORS’ NOTICES. Cox, Hester, Thornbury, Glos July 15 Crossman & Co, Thornbury RSO 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. Davigs, Saree eetaee, Manchester, Licensed Victualler July 6 Mann & Rooke 
Last Day or Ciarm. | Denninc, Ereazor Drayton, Winchcombe, Glos July 1 Newman & Co, Yeovil 
London Gazette—Fripay, June 2. Dennison. Tromas Atrrep, Gracechurch st, Solicitor June 23 Cooksey, Old Hill, 
Apxrssox, Etiza Axx, Macclesfield June 30 Taylor, Macclesfield Btatford 


Fauxyer, Exvizasetu, Bowdon, Chest-r June8 Rigby, Manchester 
Game, Atice Maung, Albert st, Regent’s Park July 1 Maddisons, King’s Arms yard 
Garsipe, Hannan, Huddersfield, Licensed Victualler June 830 Wilmshurst & Stones, 


APpPEBLEY, Joun, Gloucester June 30 Langley-Smith, Gloucester 
Appietox, Dororuea, Southport June 24 Norton & Smith, Liverpool 


Anwitacz, Joun Ramspex, Kirklington Hall, Nottingham June 30 Mumford & Co, Hudderstield : : 
Bradford Hanvyman, Tuomas Partiir, New Wandsworth, Beerhouse Keeper June 28 Corsellis & 

Baxer, Tuomas James, Newark on Trent June 30 Larken & Co, Newark on Trent Co, Wandsworth 

Bartrex, Isaac, Rood In, Wholesale Tea Merchant July 8 Young & Sons, Mark In Heaven, ee v, Gosport, Hants, Licensed Victualler July 4 Blake & Co, Ports- 

Bett, Axw Evizanern, Bedford July3 Jessop & Son, Bedford San A Stretton, Stafford July24 Tomkinson & Co, Burslem 

Bow tina, James, Preston July11 Shuttleworth & Cummins, Preston Hotness, Henry, Herne Bay, Kent June 30 Jones, Herne Bay 


Brankuev, Joun, Kingston upon Hull Sept 4 H E & R Mason, Barton upon Humber Jones, Joun Fox, Alveston, Glos, Yeoman July 15 Crossman & Co, Thornbury R30 
CaRtyon, tag ewaent, and Frances Maria Cartyox, Truro June 30 Carlyon& | Leex, Epwarp Fox, Alsager, Chester June 30 Sproston, Newcastle under Lyme 


enn et 8t Swithin’s In July 3 Sampson, Queen st, Cheapside Lirsxigz, Marx, Manchester July6 Dixon & Linnell, Manchester 

CasrEx1, Tuomas, Barlby, York July 1 Parker & Parker, Selby | Lioyp, Georce Arruur, Teignmouth, Devon July 20 Templer, Teignmouth 

CramBertars, Witi1am, Shortlands, Kent July 8 Fairbrother, Leadenhall st j Samm, Pugnomen Marruew, Devizes, Wilts, Solicitor July 6 Jackson & Jackson, 
, Sy 4 : . | vizes 

Cortox, Acxes, Leytonstone June 29 Freeman & Son, Foster In, Cheapside | Morgan, Joun Arruvr, Mambilad, Monmouth, Farmer Aug 1 Watkins & Cy, 


Davies, Lavra Henrietta Amprosina, Hove, Sussex Julyi Langfield, Brighton 


ontypool 
_ Motuett, Exiza, Longton, Stafford June 17 Sproston, Newcastle 
vee New sa, Lincoln's ian ‘Wittiam Baron, Meath, Ireland Aug 1 Johnsons & Co, | Owes, Samven Bicuarp Jons, Southampton July 18 Woodcock & Co, Bloomsbury 


Magie seen 8g By nine ApELe, Marseilles, France Aug 1 Harston & | Parsons, Freperick Wit.iam, Barrett st, Manchester sq, Coachman July 10 Whit, 


Within New inn, Strand 
Fitpgs, Tuomas, Sale, eed July 81 Diggles & Ogden, Manchester 


P.ivummer, Gzorce Biyru, Maunby, York, Farmer June 29 Waistell, Northallerton 
Fisumn, Bowano, and — \ Fisurr, Abbotsbury, Devon June 30 Fisher & Co, | Price, Epwarp Wit.iaq, Bristol June 30 Harwood & Boutfiower, Bristol 
y de la Zow 


Pywet., James, Leicester July 11 Stevenson & Son, Leicester 
a a Maxcr, : Hore, ® June2$ Nye & Clower, Brighton - Ramsay, Witt1Am Heny, Scarborough July 19 Turnbull & Son, Scarborough 
a er ah te bg, oa Bai ad bs & a Birmingham Rivtey, p fom Romussen, Middlesbrough, Contractor July 22 Radcliffe & Co, Craw 
4 irmingham Ju , Birmingham st, ring Cross 
Hanenc, Ann Maria, Folkestone July 1 Maynell & Pemberton, Old Queen st, Storey’s | Sanpers, Freverick, Lower Clapton July 20 Sewell & Co, Old Broad st 


‘ ; ss Sanversoy, SARau, Crofton, York July1 Mander & Co, Wakefield 
a - <a Ossonxe, Kingston upon Hull, Bricklayer July3 T & A Priestman, SNACKLOCK, JOHN, Padiham, Lancaster, Wheelwright July 8 Waddington, Burnley 


Hoiiasp, Hensert Basset, Epsom July 3 Murray & Co, Birchin In SuEpparp, Ospornr, Neath, Glam, Land Agent July 18 Woodcock & Co, Bloomsbury" 
Hvcnes D. Chrol Manchi 7 | Simon, Wiit1am, Whitehaven June 80 Thompson, Whitehaven 

Watson & Bouth, Manchester oe aR Teun = Sem 2 8p ma0e, Ricuarp, Wallasey, Chester, Brewer July 4 Simpson & Co, Liverpool 
Houxspon, Exizasetu, ford, Eesex June 30 Tyler, Iiford 


Tagry, A Harpole, Northampton, Innkeeper July 1 Becke & Green, North- 
TURLEY, Leamington Sons, Leamingto: am: 
= ama, one MES “ Tuomson Phase Hvuoues, South Kensington July1 Maddisons, King’s Arms yd 
Jouxsox, Cuantes Brotuentox, Prescot, Lancs July1 Tyrer, Prescot Wuirsey, Anne, Ombersley, Worcester July18 F & H Corbett, Worcester 
Enrrtow, Bicnaxp, Altarnun, Cornwall July 14 Blight, Callington 


Wits, Joux, Devonport July 19 Gard, Devonport 
Lixo.gy, Joseru, Blackpool July 1 Bond, Golden sq | Wray, Wiiiiam, Scarborough, Seedsman June 28 Watts & Co, Scarborough 














| Axsox, Witiram Jon rea m, Grocer ‘Wolver- | Cuesuine, WittiAm, Atherstone, Warwisks, Boot Dealer 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. Sean Pe kien 8) Ooh Maaiae” Birmingham Pet May 29 Ord May 29 ak 
London Gazette,—Fripay, May 26. ATKINSON, doun Cserenn, Carlisle, Gabinet Maker Carlisle | Cum Many Any, Kentish Town High Court Pet May 


| 





Pet Ma Ord May 29 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. | Benxerr, le, — aon Licensed Victualler High | Coc Rs 00% Herserr Mosevey, Farringdon st, Oydie 
Azsorr, Joux Krrsox Leste, Tobacconist Leeds Adjud | Court Pet May 30 Ord May 30 Manufacturer Hi igh Court Pet May 30 Ord May 80, 
ney Annal May 8 cnaet 16, | Basxsrr, auras Gepeater, 30 Jobbing Mason Newport | Cone, Fons ye ~ pswich, Auctioneer Ipswich 
R, ARLES ILLIAM, ord rd, Twickenham on Pet y y 2 . 
Adjud Aug 22,1998 Annul April 28, 1899 Bainot. AmB, howe Darttord, Kent, Grocer Rochester | Deux, a Rona, cain, Derby, Builder Derby 
London na June 2. | Broapnu <4 Funpenicr, Gentes, Shester, Conf :ctioner | "Dunstan, Wauen, Conan Wilts, Grocer Bath Pet May 
RECEIVIN ERS. Macclesfield Pet 27 rd May 4 
Aueier, Wit1sam, Hunslet, Leeds, Turner Leeds Pet | Brockpanx, Joun Linda! in Furness, Tieeneed | Dyzr, Francis Tuomas Hoox, Exmouth, Tunkeeper 
May 2 OrdMay29 “ | Victualler Ulverston Pet May 31 Ord May 31 Exeter Pet May 30 Ord May 30 
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Frisex, Cuan.es, Brockley, ae Assistant High 
Court. Pet Msy 31 Ord May 

Gorpos, Wriuram M, Liverpool, Tinber Merchaat Liver- 
pool Pet May8 Ord May 30 

GovutstTing, Henr 2s Shicids. Newcastle on Tyne Pet 
May 30 Ord May 30 

i ng Fran«x Witt1am, Midhurst, Auctioneer Brighton 
Pet iL17 Ord May 29 

Hasrizy, A WORTH, and Epwarp WARDLEWoRTH, Black- 
burn, General Dealers Blackburn Pet April 27 Ord 
May 29 

HAseE. "ness —_ —— Fae a Greengrocer 

Bridgwater Pet May dre ay % 

Hvmum, yee Epwarp, Plymouth, a Moenufacturer 
Piymouth Pet May 39 Ord May 30 

Jenkins, WILLIAM, pr * Contractor Pembroke 
Lock PetMay16 Ord May 2 

Joune, Tuomas Martyn, Se Cheltenham Pet 
May 29 Ord May 29 

Jor ames JosEpn, Soylard, nr Halifax, Farmer Halifax Pet 


May 31 Ord May 31 

Kxow es, Jonny, Hanley, Grocer Hanley Pet May 27 
Ori May 27 ' 

Lapraix, Jonx, Douglas, Clement’sIn High Court Pet 
May 1 Od May 31 

Rasen, Cuartes Epwarp, Upminster, Essex Plumber 
Chelmsford Pet May 30 Ord May 30 

Lepsvry, Wittiam, ‘roydon, Builder Croydon Pet 


May 18 Ord May 30 
LEADBETTER, JouN, Bowness on Windermere, Westmor- 


land, Fi-hmonger Kendal Pet May 30 Ord May 30 


Locan. Joun Maxweu, Chesterton, Boatbuilder Cam- 
bride Pet May19 Ord May 29 
Maur, Wr11am, Spondon, Derby, Farmer Derby 


Pet May 29 Ord May 3¢ 

Mipcixy, Samvet, Lais . Bradford Bradford Pet 
May 27 Ord May 27 

Naytor, Tuomas, Lotherton cum Aberford, York, Grocer 


York Pet May 30 Ord May 30 : 
Newrie.p, Jossru, Hanbury st, Spitalfields, Cabinet 
Maker High a Pet May 29 Ord May 29 
Puimrix. Tuomas, Haverfordwest, Pembroke, Grocer 


Pembroke Dock Pet May 19 Ord May 26 

Prerry, CLEMent, Leicester, Butcher a oe Pet May 
30 Ord May 30 

Roverts, Henry Frepericx, Wood Green, Licensed 
Victualler Kdmonton Pet May 29 Ord May 29 

fuanxs, Frank, Middlesbrough, York, Tobacconist 
Stockton on Tees Pet May i) Ord May 30 

fuaw, Tuomas, a Hosiery Hacd Leicester Pet 
May 30 Pet May 30 

Snort, fe ILLIAM, Lexheld, Suffolk, Baker Ipswich Pet 
May 29 Ord May 29 

Surrn, Cuantes Frepericx, Derby, Butcher Derby Pet 
May 27 Ord May 29 

Srarves, James, Chirton, Wilts, Farmer Bath Pet May 
29 Ord May 29 

Srow, Wi.1AM, Blackburn, Draper Blackburn Pet May 
17 Ord May 31 

Te.rer, Tuomas, Hartlepool, Watchmaker Sunderland 
Pet May 13 Ord May 30 

Tomxixson, WiLLiAM, Warrington, Insurance Agent War- 
rington Pet May 30 Ord May 30 

Waker, Epwarp Jons, Lowestoft, Smackowner Great 
Yarmouth Pet May 29 Ord May 29 

Warriver, RopertCuarces, Lancaster, Auctioneer Pres- 
ton Pet May 30 Ord May 30 

Witsox, Wiiiram Bopertson, Forest Gate, ——y Salt 
Merchant High Court Pet M. yal Ord May 3 

FIRST MEETINGS. 

Avpy, Joux, Tom Appy, and Hernert Apvpy, Huddersfield, 
Worsted Spinners June13 at 12 Off Rec, 19, John 
William st, Huddersfield 

Beppor, Witt1AmM Harry, Caerphilly, Glam, Solicitor 
June 9at3 135, High st, Merthyr ‘I'ydtl 

Beynetr, GroreeE, Shadwell, Licensed Victualler June 9 
at 2 30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


Brrry, Francis Samuer, New Malden, Surrey, Cycle 
Manufacturer June 9 at 11.30 24, Railway app, 
London bdge 


Boriey, Frank, Mansfield, Notts, Journeyman Painter 
amy 9 at 11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Notting- 
am 
Bre anv, Tromas, Dartford, Kent, Grocer June 26 at 
11.30 115, High st, Rochester 
Brook, AREL, Brighouse, Yorks, Butcher June 20 at 10.80 
Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 
Buckiey, Wittiam Epwarp, Dukinfield, Cheshire, Journey- 
—" June9at3 Off Ree, Byrom st, Man- 
es 
Cup, Many Axx, Kentish Town June 9 at 11 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 
CocksrpGr, Herpent Mose.ey, Farringdon st, Cycle 
ufacturer June 12 at 2.30 Bankruptey bl 
Carey st 
Coxez, pan Mawsy, Ipswich, Auctioneer June 9 at 12 
Off Kec, 36, Princes st. Ipswich 
Coorrer, Henry Atrrep, Peterborough June 9at2 Law 
Courts, New rd, Peterborough 
CovtsEck, Rowent, Attercliffee Sheffield, Carting Con 
tractor June 9 at 230 Off Rec , Figtree In, Sheffield _ 
Deynis, WiLL1AM Josern, Loughborough, Plumber June 
9at12.30 Otf Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Donsrorp, AnTuUUR HENRY, Devonport, Haulier June 12 
ati2 6. Athenzeun ter, Plymouth 
YER, Francis Tuomas Hoox, Exmouth, Innkeeper June 
l14at 1030 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 
Patias, Mattuew, Joux Pria, and Cmartes Buriey 
Favvas, Penistone, Yurks, Colliery Proprietors June9 
at 10.15 Off Rec, Regent st, Barnsley 
Fiemine, Wittiam Grorck, Cambridge, Brewer’s Traveller 
June 14 at 10.45 Off Ree, 5, Pesty Cury, Cambridge 
Forrester, Jonn Crarx, Chorley, ! ancs. ‘Chartered Ac- 
countant June 9 at 3 16, Wood st, Bolton 
Hares, Grorce Ross, Hereford, Surveyor June 12 at 10 
2, Offa st, Hereford 
Hovisox, Henry Cuartes, Chorlton cum Hardy, L 
Pinafore Manufacturer June 9 at 3.30 Off = 
Byrom street, Manchester 
Ives, Tuomas Henry, arenes Surrey, Builder June 12 
atl Swan Hotel, ‘Cherts 


Lewis, W1t1Am Joun, Reading, Hotel Proprietor June 12 
at3 Queen’s Hall, 


Marsett, Jons Epwarp, Burnham Market, Norfolk, 
Glass Merchant June 10 at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, 
Norwich 

Mive.ry, Samver, Bradford, Advertiser’s Canvasser 
June 12at11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Nayuor, Tuomas, Lotherton cum aberford, York, Grocer 
June 14at1215 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate. York 

Newrir_p, Josern, Hanbury st, ae eaten 
Maker June 9at230 Bankruptcy b 

Nicno.ts, Henry, an — Cycle Dealer 
June 9 at 2.30 Ree, B 

Prarson, | one, SO rok | Fruiterer June 21 
at3 Off Ree, 8, “Albert rd rd, Middlesborough 

PENNEY, Grorar, Mansfield, Notts, Basket = June 9 
at12 Off Rec, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Prircuarp, James. Hereford, Furniture Dealer June 12 at 
10 2, Offa st, Hereford 

Riguroy, Samu EL, he Snciesin, Cook Aguas June 
14at2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Mancheste: 


Roxzerts, Henry Frepericx, Wood sll Licensed 
Victualler June9at3 Room 224, Temple chmbrs, 
Temple av 


Rosixs, » © Rey | Hereford, Blacksmith June 
12 at 10 2, Offa st, Hereford 

SeweELl, Rosesr, High Coniscliffe, Durham, Farmer June 
Qlat 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd. Middlesborough 

Suorr, WitiiAm, Laxtield, Suffolk, Baker June9 at 11.30 
Off Ree, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Surrn, ALrrep, Liverpool, Builder Junel3at12 Off Rec, 
35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Tuomas, WAtTEKR Merepytu, Gloucester st, Warwick sq, 
aera Victualler June9at2.80 Bankruptcy bldgs, 

rey st 

Tuxompson, Ernest Atsert, Chatham, Hoyman June 19 
at 11.30 115, Highst, Rochester 

Turowen, ALFRED, Burlingham St Andrew, Norfolk, Black- 
smith June 10 at 130 Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 

Witiams, Atrrep, Bethnal Green rd, Greengrocer June9 
atll Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Witiiams, Freperick Water, Litherland, gr Builder 
June 13 at 1230 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 

Wittiams, Jonx, and Cuirtes Lawson, Gravesend. Kent, 
Builders June 19at11 115. High st, Rochester 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

Ampier, Wir11am, Hunslet, Leeds, Turner Leeds Pet 
May 29 Ord May 29 

Axsos, WILLIAM Jony, eden, Grocer Wolver- 
hampton Pet May 30 Ord May 

Arxrinson, Joun Ciirrorp, Carlile, Cabinet Maker Car- 
lisle Pet May 29 Ord May 

Avstis, Arruur, Balham, tow Song Wandsworth Pet April 
20 Ord may 31 

Banuay, ig avd Hexry Jonn Bannan, Stoughton, 
4 Guildfurd, Builders Guildford Pet May 20 Ord 

ay 31 

Bennett, Grorce, Shadwell, ae Victualler High 
Court Pet May 30 Ord May 

Beynett, THomas, Gloucester, Sobbing Mason Newport, 
Mon Pet May 30 Ord May 3) 

Brocxsank, Jony, Lindal ia Furness, a Victualler 
Ulverston Pet May 31 Ord May 

Curtp, Mary Ann, Kentish Town High Court, Pet May 
29 Ord May 29 

CocxsepGr, Hersert Mosertey. Farringdon Ly Sa 
Manufacturer High Court Pet May 30 Ord May 

Cots, Jonny Mawsy, _ anda Ipswich Det 
May 29 Ord May 29 

Covtt, Ervest Harotp. Bexley Heath, Kent, Builder 
Rochester Pet May3 Ord May 29 

Dingam, WaLTeER, —— Wilks, Grocer Bath Pet 
May 29 Ord May 29 

Dyer, Francis Toomas Hoox, Exmouth, Innkeeper 

Exeter Pet May 30 Ord May 30 

Fewewt, Rosert Joun, Thornton Heath, fae Corn 

Merchant Croydon Pet April 20 Ord M y 27 

— = ARLES, Brockley, Kent High etm Pet May 31 

ay 31 

Forrester, Jonx Criark, Chorley, Lanes, Chartered 
Accountant Bolton PetMays Ord May 30 

GastTRELL, Epwarp Jesse, Cheltenham, Washing Machine 
Manufacturer Cheltenham Pet May 10 Ord May 27 

Govutstinz, Henry, South Shields Newcastle on Tyne 
Pet May 30 Urd May 30 

Hast, Exizavetu, Weston super wasn, Greengrocer 
Bri ter Pet May 29 Ord May 

Huma, Roserr Epwarp, Plymouth, Gye Manufacturer 


Piymouth Pet May 30 Ord May 

Jouys, Tuomas Martyn, Peet» dog Cheltenham Pet 
May 29 Ord Ma, 29 

Joris, JosEru, le ge = Halifax, Farmer Halifax 
Pet May81 Ord May31 


Know es, Jomx, Hanley, Grocer Hanley Pet May 27 
y 27 


LeAbBETTER, Joux, Bowness on Windermere, Westmore- 

Fishmonger Kendal Pet May 30 Ord May 30 

LEsLiz, *‘Joux CuTHBERT Dee Hassop, Derbys Derby 
Pet Feb 24 Ord May 30 

Locan, Jonny Maxwewu, Chesterton, Sai, Boatbuilder 

Cambridge Pet May 29 Ord May 

Maxis, Witiiam, Spondon, Derbys, +l Derby Pet 

30 


May 29 Ord May 
Mipeiry, Samvet, Bradford, YS ama 
ina, Worthing id Pet May 25 Ord 


— Pet May 27 Ord 

Natuan, N 
May 

Navion Tuomas, Lotherton cum Aberford, York Grocer 

York Pet May 30 Ord May 80 

Newrisip, Josern, bg oe A st. Spitalfields, Cabinet 
Maker High Court Pet May 29 urd May 29 

Pitkixeron, Henry eg EL, Piccadilly High Court Pet 
Jan5 Ord May 

Puiumuey, Evizanera a Seam Fruit Salesman Cardiff 
Pet Aprili0 Ord May 31 

aay —— .EMENT, Leicester, Butcher Leicester Pet May 

May 30 
Raprorp, Atrrep, King’s igen. Norfolk, Butcher King’s 
y 29 


Canvasser 








Lynn Pet May9 Ord Ma 
Moachester, Coal Agent ‘ 





Rieuron, Sanvet, Lo 
Manchester P Hong Ord May 31 


Gowns, Se Sones, = aay 6 Ord May 39” 


Pm. Passe, Stockton 
on Tees Pet May 30 Ord 
i ALBERT Rovanp, St Martin’s i: Company Promoter 
Court Pet Feb 


25 Ord May 29 

Suaw, Tuomas, Leicester Pet May 30 Ord 

Sxort, ge seatat, Suffolk, Baker Ipswich Pet 
Ma: May 29 


Ord 
Sar, nthe Funbanice, Derby, Butcher Derby Pet 
May 27 urd My 29 


Searenh, Jomets cman Wilts, Farmer Bath Pet May 

29 

Tayor, out Frascis Hoxuis, and Heaserr Roven 
een April 36 Ord May 29 a“ 

6 y 

Tomxixson, Wituiam, Wi Insurance Agent 
Warri Pet May 30 Ord 30 

Wa ker, Epwarp a Lowestoft, ‘er Great 
Yarmouth May 29 Ord May 29 : 

Auctioneer 


eg hone 30 -Ord hey 30 
ton Pe 
Witurams, Gerarp “iy _* Huddersfield 
Hudderstield Pet March 28 
‘ADJUDICATION "ANNULI 
WELLINGHAM, ARTHUR, orfoik, Farmer Norwich 
Adjud Oct 16, 1397" Annul Mn $1, 1899 
London Gazette.—Turspay, June 6. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Ba.iixcer, Saran Axs, Ombersley, Worcesters, Baker 
Worcester PetJune2 Ord Jane 2 
imbledon, 


Bout, James Joux, Wi Jeweller’s Assistant 
, Surrey Pet March 24 Ord Junel 
CLARKE, Epwis, 


ge PetJune2 Ord June 2 3 
Ciarke, Joszpn, Fi Surrey, Nurseryman Guild- 
ford Pet June3 Ord June 3 ; 
Corker, Freperick Huntiey, Old Bond st, Hosier, & 
High Court Pet May9 Ord May 30 


Cvsuwortn, Georce, Newtown, Leeds, Currier Leeds 
Yet June 2 June 2 
Daviss, Epwarp James, Holt, Worcesters, Farmer 


Worcester Pet May 31 Ord Ye! 31 
Fuinpe.t, Cuarves, Streatham 
Re une l 
GALE, > Sane Exton, 
Exeter 


Pet May 4 


Dulverton, 
Pet June 3 Ord June 3 
Guna ER, ‘ee Bredhurst, Kent, Grocer Maidstone 
Pet June 1 Ord June 1 
——— Jouyx, Burnley, Plumber Burnley Pet June 
2 


2 Ord June 

Gurvey, Ursan, Leicester, Joiner Leicester Pet Junel 
Ord June 1 

Hanrrisox, Grorgs, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet June 
2 Ord June 2 

Hasiam, pm, Chester, Innkeeper Chester Pet June 
2 Ord June 2 


Hewirt, Henry, Rainhill, Langucter, Market Gardener 
Liverpool Pet June2 Ord June 2 
Hucerys, Wittiam, Hackney, Timber Merchant High 


Court Pet May 17 os June 2 
Insnaw, Joun G, Aston, Rg Manufacturer 
Pet May 18 Ord 
Jones, Davin Hanagies, Penclawdd, Gower, Glam, Whole- 
sale Fruiterer Swansea Pet Junei Ord June 1 
Liecutroot, Tuomas, Bricklayer Btockton 
- our fees Pet June 2 Ord June 1 Bu 
NINGTON, WALTER, “+ oe Dorset, tcher Poole 
Pet June 2 Ord June 
Luioyp, Witiiam Henry, , Baker Swansea Pet 
June3 Ord June3 
Mappvuck, Horace Th Hove, Sussex Brighton 


Pet April 28 Ord June l 
Manxers, FREDERICK Wittram Jonny Manners, Hove, 
Sussex J une 


une 1 

MircHeE.i, Antuur, Frome, Grocer Frome Pet 
June3 Ord June 3 

Neate, Epwiy, North Sevens, Wilts, Farmer Swindon 
Pet June1 Ord June 

NeweE i, Tomas, Avenue r, Southall, Architect Windsor 
Pet June i Ord June 

Oakey, WILLIAM yah n, Bow, Ironfounder High 
Court Pet June2 Ord June 2 

Pasrixip, Lur Paulton, ts, Draper Wells 

¥11 Ord June 2 
Pexroip, Arcrnt W, Aldersgate st, Mantle Manufacturer 
Court Pet March 16 May 31 


Rickarp, Harry ARCHIBALD, Auctioneer Liver- 
pool Pet MayS Ord June 2 
| ee pee dune IN = ee, Nottingham Nottingham 
t June 2 
ScHLEIFSTEIN, AARON, i euht rd, Hosier High Court 
Pet May 12 Ord June 1 
Seite _——, Barnsbury High Court Pet May 11 


une 
Suirn, Grorcs Heyny, Irchester, Northampton, Boot 
Manufacturer Northampton PetJune2 Ord June 2 
Saurrnh, James ALExanpER, South Bank, York, Grocer 
- —_ ee Pet my Ord June 2 
ERRY, Henry, Ossett, York, Bagging Dealer Dewsbury 
Pet June 8 Ord June 38 
Tuomrsoy, WILLIAM Francis, Wisbech St Peter, Cambs, 
Glass Dealer s Lynn Rg Ona June 3 


Townsrenp, Eanrst + oe Halifax, Joiner Halifax 
Pet June 2 June 2 

belay = « +) Epwarp Henry, Wigan Wigan Pet May 5 

WInpIBAyk, = Josrrn, Liphook, Hants, Blacksmith 
Portsmouth Pet June 1 Ord June 1 

Wanees, — a am, < Nottingham Pet 


une 2 
ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER AND 
G PETIT 


Coox, Davin, Queen st, incer High Court 
Pet Fed 10 Rec Ord March 2S Resc and Dis June 5 


Au W Hi Leeds, Tus J lMdatli 
BLER, WILLIAM er June 
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a, Jonx Crirrorp, Carlisle, Cabinet Maker June 
19at3 Uff Rec, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 

Avstix, Artavr, Balham Junel3 at 11.30 24, Railway 
app, London Bridge 

Banuam. Rosert, and Joun Henry Banuam, Stoughton, 
nrwuildford, Builders June 14at12 2 , Railway app, 
London Bridge 

Bresiaver, Moritz Lours, Brightov, Company Promoter 
June 15 at 10.80 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Broapuurst, ¥rEDERICK. Sandbach, Cheshire, Confectioner 
—_ 15 at 10.30 Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, Maccles- 
fie 

Byatt, Hvcs Row tayp, Alton, Stafford, Beerhouse Keeper 
June 13 ati1 Off Rec, Newcastle uuder Lyme 

Cognean, Frank James, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler 
Junel3at12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Dixnam, Water, Corsham, Wilts, Grocer June 14 at 12 
Ott Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Fairnurst, @rorce, Minshull Vernon, Cheshire, Wheel- 
wrighs June 15 at 11.30, Roval Hotel, Crewe 

Fitsy cUnrves, Brockley, Kent, Butcher’ s Assistant June 
13at2suv Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Gate, Cuarves, Dulverton, Somersets, General Carrier 
June 14 at 1045 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Castreti, Epw rp JEsse, Cheltenham, Washing Machine 
Manufacturer June 15 at 3,15 County Court bidgs, 
Cheitenham 

Gover, Arraur. Bredhurst, Kent, Grozer June 14 at 11 
Ott Ki ec, 9, King st, Maidstone 

Haumonv, Frank Wiii1Am, Midhurst, Auctioneer June 
l4at2 Swan Hotel, ——— 

Hermaxy, Cuartes, Boscombe, Hants June 14 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Endless st, Salisbury 

Hvcers, Wit.iim, Hackney, "Timber Merchant June 13 
at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Jouss, Tuomas Martyn, a mae June 15 at 4 
County Court bldgs, Chelte 

Joxes, Joun Jacos, ose Glam, Tailor June 13 at 
12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Larrark, Joun Dovaras, Clement’s In June 14 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

—* orthwich June 15at11 Royal Hotel, 


we 

Lester, Heyry, jun, Clitheroe, Lancs, Tea Dealer]}June 
14 at 1. 30 County Court house, Blackburn 

Locax, Jonny Maxwett, Chesterton, Cambs, Boatbuilder 
June 13 atli Off ec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Mayvyers, Freperick WittiAm Joun Manners, Hove, 
Sussex June l5 at 3 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, 
Brighton 

Marstayp, Joun Witiram, Stockport, Machine Agent 
June 16 at 11 Off Rec, County chmbrs, Market pi, 
Stockport 

Oakiey, Wittiam Artur, yk ~~ cael June 14 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 

Pace, Faaxx Freeman, Sutton, + June 16 at 
12.30 24, Railway app, London bridge 

Pasrrecp, Luturr, Paulton, Somersets, Draper 
at12.30 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bris’ i 

Paiteix, Tomas, Haverfordwest, Grocer June 16 at 12 
Temperance Hall, Pembroke 

Pretty, ge Leicester, Butcher June 13 at 12.30 

ff Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Scammer tien, Walsingham, Norfolk, Builder June17 
atl Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Rex Ss, wry Bowen, Neath, —. Grocer June 13 at 
12.80 Uff Rec, 31, ‘Alexandra wansea 

Suaw, Tuomas, Leicester June 13 A 83 Off Rec, 1, Ber- 
rid t, Leicester 

Srapies, James, Chirton, Wilts, Farmer June 13 at 1 
Bear Hotel, Devizes, Wilts 

Svummers, Wittiam, Porth, Glam, Refreshment house 
Keeper June 13 at 12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Tomxinson, Wiiit1am, Warrington, Insurance Agent 
July 7 at 10.50 Court house, Palmyra sq, Warrington 

Tvrtis, Cuarues, Anerley, General Draper June 16 at 
11,30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Wit.iams, Epwanp Henry, Wigan Junel5at3 Off Rec, 
Byrom st, Manchester 

Wison, James Micnarr, Newcastle on Tyne, Builder 
June 26 at 11.39 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


Tyne 

Wixpisayk, James Joseru, Liphook, Hants, Blacksmith 
June 18 at 3 Off Kec, Uambridge junc, High st, 
Portsmouth 

Wricut, Perex, 8t Helen’s Lancs, Foreign Correspondent 
June 2 at 2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

Arkixsoy, Georcre, Adswood, nr Stockport, Architect 
ptock: Pet May 8 Ord June 2 

Batuyerr, Saran ANN, ,Ombersley, Worcesters, Baker 
Worcester Pet Tune 2 Ord June 2 

Brosvuurst, Frepericx, Sandbach, a, Confectioner 
Macclesfield Pet May 27 Ord May 

Cuanke, Epwix, ——e., — Toute Cambridge 
Pet June % Ord J 

CiaBkE, Josernu, Foren, Say Nurseryman Guild- 
fi Pet June3 Ord June 3 

Cusaworrs, Grorcsr, Leeds, Currier Leeds Pet June 2 
Ord June 2 

Davias, Epwarnp James, Holt, ‘Worcesters, Farmer 
Worcester Pet May 3i Ora May 31 

Gaz, Cuaries, Dulverton, Somersets, General Carrier 
Exeter Pet June 3 Ord June 3 

Grover, Arruve, B urst, Kent, Grocer Maidstone 
Pet June1 Ord June 2 

Grezxwoop, Joux, Burnley, Plumber Burnley Pet 
June2 Ord June 2 

Gvuuvey, Unsan, Leicester, Joiner Leicester Pet June 1 
Ord June 1 

Haumoxp, Frank W111.1AM, Midhurst, Auctioneer Brighton 
Pet Aprii17 Ord June 2 

pa S oe Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet June 2 


a Stari, Chester, Innkeeper Chester Pet June 2 
Hewirt, ; Rainhill, Lancs, Market Gardener 
Liverpool 


June 14 


Pet June2 Ord June 2 
Jones, Davin Hazgnizs, Penclawdd, tt oe. hy aaa 
sale Fruiterer Swansea Pet June 1 








Kersnaw, ExizA Marcaret, bang terr, Edgward rd 
High Court Pet Feb2 Ord June 1 

Laze.L, Cuartes Epwarp, Upminster, Essex, Plumber 
Chelmsford Pet May 30 Ord June 1 

Le a. Wiiam, Northwich Nantwich Pet May 24 Ord 
une 1 

Licutroot, Tuomas, wri TE Bricklayer Stockton 
on Tees Pet gy 1 Ord Jd 

Lixcotx, Epwarp, King st, ~ ter, ce 
Victualler ~~ Court Pet April 6 Ord May 31 

Luioyp, Witu1am Henry, Swansea, Baker Swansea Pet 
June 3 Ord June3 

Manners, Freperick Witrtiam Joun Manners, Hove, 
Bussex Brighton Pet June1 Ord Juse 3 

Mitcnett, Artuur, Frome, Somerset, Grocer Frome Pet 
June3 Ord June3 

Moore, Grorcz, Cowley, Oxford Oxford Pet May 12 
Ord June 3 

NeweE tt, Tuomas, Southall, Architect Windsor PetJune 
1 Ord June 1 

O’Buries, Jonn Francis, Greenheys, Manchester, Inventor 
Manchester Pet April 18 Ord June 3 

Puririx, Tuomas, Haverfordwest, or ee Grocer Pem- 
broke Dock "Pet May19 Ord June 3 

Remrxeton, Artuur, King’s Heath, Worcester, Stone- 
mason Birmingham Pet May 26 Ord June3 

Sanper, Epwiy Jonny, Radford, Notts Nottingham Pet 
June2 Ord June 2 

Surrn, ALFRED, Liverpool, Builder Liverpool Pet May 8 
Ord June 1 

StH, Gzorcr Henry, Irchester, Northampton, Boot 
Manufacturer Northampton Pet June2 Ord June 2 

Surtu, James ALEXANDER, South Bank, aes Grocer 

Stockton on Tees Pet June 2 Ord June 2 

Terry, Henry, Ossett, York, Bagging Dealer Dewsbury 
Pet June 3 Ord June 3 

Tuompson, WitttamM Francis, Wisbech &t | naan Cambs, 
Grocer King’s Lynn Pet June2 Ord June 2 

Townsenp, Ernest Grorcr, Halifax, Joiner Halifax 
PetJune2 Ord June 2 

Wuanron, Hanoup, Liverpool High Court Pet March 25 

29 


May 
Winxpisayk, James Joseru, Liphook, om, Blacksmith 
Snes Pet Junel OrdJunel 
Wootrorp, James, Maida vale, Vengeny Promoter High 
Court Pet March 29 Ord June 
betes ut, Joux, Nottingham, a Nottingham Pet 
June 2 Ord June 2 


Fourth Edition, price 18s.; for cash with order, 
15s., post-free. 


INDERMAUR’S 
WANUAL OF EQUITY. 


A Complete [Manual of the 
Principles of Equity. 


Specially written as a Text-book for 
Studente, and as a Companion Volume 
to the Author's Work on “' Principles 
of the Common Law.” 


Published by 
GEORGE BARBER, 


At the Office of the LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL, 
16, CURSITOR-STREET, CHANCERY -LANE. 


FOR SALE. 

A SET of the WEEKLY REPORTER 

complete, —_ the commencement in 1852 to ee 
inclusive, Vols. 1 to 46, bound in half brown calf, a 
condition, price £28; a bargain. Also the SOLICITORS’ 
JOURNAL, 1857 to 1898, Vols. 1 to 42, in cloth, good con- 
dition, only £9. 
*.* Above Sets are from the Library of an eminent (.C. now 

retiring. 


THE KELLY LAW-BOOK COMPANY, LTD., 


Dealers in all Descriptions of Law Books, 
LINCOLN’S-INN-GATE, CAREY-8T.. LONDON. W.C. 


REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 


Valued or 




















Purchased. 
Reports and Text-books 
always on Sale. 


100. CHANCERY LANE & CAREY STREET. 
STATIONERY FOR SOLICITORS. 


FREDERICK CORSE, 
LAW AND GENERAL STATIONER, 
BEDFORD ROW HOUSE, 56, Theobald’s 
Road, London,’ .0, 

NEW PRICE LISTS NOW READY. 


A Large Stock of 








Sale Days for the Year 1899.—Messrs. 


AREBROTHER, ELLIS, EGERTON, 
BREACH, GALSWORTHY, & CO. beg to announce 


that the undermentioned dates have been fixed for their - 


AUCTIONS of FREEHOLD, Copyhold, and Leasehold 
ESTATES, Reversions, Shares, Life Interests, &c., at the 
AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse- yard, E.C. 

Other appointments for intermediate Sales will also be 
arranged, 
Thursday, June 22. 
Thursday, June 29. 
Thursday, July 6. : 
Thursday, July 13. | 


Thursday, September 21. 
Thursday, October 12. 
Thursday, October 26. 
Thursday, November 16, 
Thursday, November 23, 
Thursday, December 7. 
Thursday, December 14.' 


Thursday, July 20. 
Toursday, July 27. 
Thursday, August 3. 
Thursday, August 10. 

Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, & Co. publish in the advertise 
ment columns of “The Times,’ ‘‘ Standard,’? and 
“Morning Post” every Saturday a list of their forthcoming 
Sales by Auction. They also issue on the Ist of every 
Month a Schedule of properties to be let or sold, 
comprising landed and residental estates, farms, freehold 
aud leasehold houses, City offices aud warehouses, ground- 
rents, and investments generally, which will be forwarded 
free of charge on application. 

No. 29, Fleet-street, Temple-bar, and 18, Old Broad- 
street, E.C. 


AUCTION SALES. 

i ESSRS. FIELD & SONS’ AUCTIONS 

take place MONTHLY, at the MART, and include 
every description of House Property. Printed terms can 
be had on application at their Offices. Messrs, Field & 
Sons undertake surveys of all kinds, and give special 
attention to Rating and Compensation Claims. Offices, 
54. Borough eenctnneel and 52, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


M o RTGAGES 
ON MANSIONS AND FLATS. 
Large Sums awaiting Investment, also on Freehold and 
Leasehold Properties, Large Estates or Farms. ood 
Freehold Ground-rents Wanted. Principals placed in 
direct communication with clients. 
GIBSON’S AUCTION AND ESTATE OFFICE, 


22, ca, Sr. James’, Lonpon, 8.W. (Telephone 
Gerrard) ; Hertrorpsuire Orricgs, Sr. ALBANS 
(Telephone No. 4); and Harpenpen. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE sion § MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT. 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 





BROBES FOR QuaEn’s COUNSEL AND BABRISTEHS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 

Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and OClerke of the Peace. 
Corporation Robes University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


ESTABLISHED 1851. 


SIRESECE BANE, 


b , Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 


INVESTED FUNDS - « = £10,009,000. 
Number of Accounts, 85,094. 
TWO-AND-A-HALF per CENT. INTEREST allowed 
“ Wo oan Ol r ony tA on demand. 
. on CURRENT ACCOUNTS, on t# 
oan pte <a balances, when not drawn below £i”. 
STOCKS, SHARES, and ANNUITIES purchased wi 
sold for customers. 














SAVINGS DEPARTMENT. 
Small Deposits received, andInterest allowed monthly 00 
each completed £1. 
The BIRKBECK ALMANACE, with particulars, post 


free. 
FRANCIS RA VENSCROFT, Manager. 
Telephone No. 5, Houborn. 
Telegraphic Address: ** Bianxsecx, Lovo.” 


——— 


Jones’s Solicitor’s Clerk. 


Fifth and Revised Edition. 
Price 2s. 6d. 





Lonpox : 
EFFINGHAM WILSON, Royat ExcHanoe. 








Paes wo 





